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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
From the time of :Plato, with his emphasis on a three-level 
stratification of society by ability (the artisan, the soldier, and 
the philosopher-king), people such as Carlyle, F. A. Wood, Nietzche, 
Dalton, William James, and many others have emphasized that leadership 
is somehow an inherited characteristic and if we could understand the 
p~rsonality traits incorporated in men, we might better understand 
leadership_and the. phenomena of leadership behavior. H.istorically 
this is known as the great man theory. 
The other side of this philosophical conjecture concerning the 
causative factors in leadership is inc9rporated in the philosophies of 
men such as Hegel and Spencer, for whom the great man was an expression 
of the necessity of the situation. It is natural then .that as l'sychol-
ogy began to break away from Philosophy and began to depend more upon 
experimentation for validation, leadership should become one of the 
interesting phenomena to be investigated. 
With emphasis on the trait theory of Psychology, numerous 
st~dies were conducted during the 1920 1 s and 1930 1 s attempting to 
isblate t:he personality characteristics of leaders and of nonleaders. Th~ resu<.ts of twenty of these studies were reviewed by Bird (1940), 
I wh~ founf that there were seventy-nine such traits mentioned in twenty 
' 
-1-
different studies, However, only 5 per cent of these traits were 
I 
cojmmon to four or more investigations. Stodgill (1948) reviewed all 
2 
I 
of the literature concerning traits, but also found no easily discern-
ible pattern from study to study. 
Attacking the problem from the opposite end of the continuum, 
the situationalist tended to neglect the individual personalities of 
the people involved in leadership situations and focused entirely on 
th~ group. Leadership became entirely the result of the forces within 
I 
the group. This approach leads to the hypothesis that everyone con-
ta~ns equal potential for leadership only if it is tapped in the correct 
environ.mental situation. 
The controversy between these two areas has been great. Unfor-
tunately~ much of it has been of the armchair variety and it often 
seems a problem to be solved through argumentation rather than research. 
The Encyclopedia of Educational Research (1950) concludes that the hy-
pothesis that there are a complex of personality traits which contribute 
to leadership is losing favor and is probably a nonproductive hypothesis; 
' in.fact, in the Encyclopedia of Educational Research (1960) the term 
leadership does not even gain a major heading. However, there are 
others, such as Gibb (1947)::. Ross and Hendry (1957), and Bass (1960), 
I 
wh9 concede that certainly the situation in which leadership takes place 
is important, but as stated by Gibb (1947), 
~here do seem to be, however, certain general character-
isti'1s of persG>nality, the possession <!>f which does not neces-
sariJiy cause a man. to have leadership status conferred on him, 
but vib.ich d<:>es place him higher than he WEmla otherwise be on 
the ~cale of choice of any group. 
B<:1-ss (l~M, p. 21) suggests, 
I 
If we can determine some of the functional demands and 
lil:n:i;tations placed upon a potential leader in different 
designated situations and then determine the personal char-
acteristics associated with persons best able to meet the 
dema:n.ds and work within the limitations we will be in a 
position to forecast a like.lihood of .success and effective-
ness of each candidate for the leadership of a .specified 
situation showing the specific characteristics of a .situa-
tion and each candidate. 
Theoretical Rationale 
3 
The theory of leadership adhered to in this study corresponds 
to the theoretical statements of Gibb (1947), Ross and Hendry (1957), 
and Bass (1960). The phenomenon of leadership is the resultant of the 
interaction of two sets of forces; first, those forc.es resulting from 
the requirements of the situation under study (see definition, p. 7), 
an~ seco~d, those forces resulting from the interaction of the person-
alities {see definition., p. 7 ) of the individual group members. 
In addition to thi_.s it is hypothesized that there may be a 
gerleral factor of leadership (see definition, p. 6 ) consisting of a 
complex of personality attributes that are connnon to all leadership 
situations. Is it not possible that within all face-to-face leadership 
situations there is some connnon configuration of personality that in-
flurnces :the possibility of its owner entering into leadership behavior? 
To the autb.O~ this is a new approach to leadership theory, =d this 
stutly in some small way attempts .to justify this theoretical model. 
In this study the situations, within which leadership is studied, 
I , 
are held ¢.onstant. They are limited to two types of face-to-face group 
4 
s~tuatidrts within an undergraduate college setting. The first consists 
o~ elected members of student governing bodies, and the second, small 
groups of 13 to 17 members prga:nized for the purpose of training in 
leadership skills. By holding these situational variables constant, 
this study examines the personality variables of leadership and the 
me,asurability of these -variables. 
It is recognized that the term leadership is a value-ladened 
teirm. It is .difficult to discuss it without making some judgment as to 
whether it is good, bad, democratic, autocratic, laissez-faire, fascis-
tic, co:ronnmistic, etc. The designing of research which completely cir-
cunrvents these value statements is impossible. The researcher is pre-
sented with the following dile.nnna: When dealing with behavior charac-
teristics, the labeling of these terms in any but descriptive ways 
introduces a multitude of variables that are even very hard to define 
operationally. At the same time, the instrument must be developed 
within a cultural setting that will in some ways determine the type of 
leadership studied. 
The situations within which leadership is examined in this 
study have their heritage in the democratic tradition (see assumptions 
I 
I 
5a 'and b). Ehey are drawn from elected student leaders who are func-
tio;ning 1mder the rules of. parliamentary procedure. The second group 
I . 
are colle:ge students formed into small groups fo:r leadership training 
who tried to reach consensus through democratic processes with the 
aut or 1 s fLSsistance. It is clearly understood that the groups under 
stuhy man~fest many degrees of dembcratic behavior, but as&ated in the 
5 
assumpt:ikms (pp. 5-.6) , these are felt to be mainly democratic. This 
cohstitu:tes a limitation of the study and is so stated in that section. 
It should be made clear, however, that the items of the in-
strument have been devised from a study of the behavior of students 
and that it tries to represent their behavior without labeling it and 
therefore introducing unknown variables. 
Statement of the Problem 
The purpose of this study is to construct an instrument that 
su¢.cessfully measures leadership potential and to examine the possibil-
ities of using this instrument for the selection of studen,ts who are to 
be given special training in leadership skills within college nonacademic 
group situations. 
Assuntpti"ns 
1. There is a syndrome of personality characteristics which 
contribute to the success of a leader in all face-to-face 
leadership situations. 
2. This general factor of leadership can be measured. 
3. Elected student leaders within the student population will 
have a high measure of this leadership potential. 
4. This general factor of leadership.is normally distributed 
within the population. 
5 ~ In any study of this type there are certain moral and value 
assumptions upon which the study is grounded. These assump-
tions do not constitute a portion Qf the technical validation 
6 
piocedures, and it is not within the p~ovince of this study 
te prove or disprove them. ·However, they are nevertheless 
important to a full understanding o.f the study. 
a. The items constituting the LP Invent~ry are drawn from 
student beha-vior that has its roots in the democratic 
tradition. That is,. those students who are mellibers of 
the groups under :study are connnitted to the principles 
of democratic behavior. 
b . The i,tems included in the LP Inventory in :some way re-
fleet the value orientation of the author. It is recog-
nized that the author's connnitment to the democratic 
processes o·f leadership has in :some ways influenced the 
choice of items. 
! 
Definitions and Abbreviations 
1. A leader is any meniber of a group either elec.ted or emergent 
who assists the group in moving toward its goal at a level 
greater than the mean level of achievement for that group. 
2. A general factor of leadership is that personality factor 
or constellation of factors that is characteristic of all 
leaders and potential leaders. These factors are inherited 
temperamental characteristics and learned personality char-
acteristics that are crystallized into a reasonably consist-
ent pattern of personality by the late teens. 
~. The Leadership Potential Inventory will be referred to as 
7 
the LP Inventory. 
4. Boston University will be referred to as BU. 
5. The following college abbreviations will be used: College 
o.f Basic Studies~ CBS; College of General Education, CGE; 
College of Industrial Technology, CIT; Sargent College, SARG; 
School .of Education, SED; School of Public Relations and 
Communications, SPRO. 
6. A situation is the context within which leadership takes 
place. This may be a small group of ten or a legislature 
of one hundred or more. 
7. Personality is the total configuration of traits or factors 
that makes up a. personts total being. These are iaherited 
characteristics and culturally .developed characteristics. 
Justification 
Most colleges either implicitly or explicitly make some refer-
ence in their statement o.f purposes to the development of the leader-
ship abilities in students. How many times has it been stated that one 
8 
o the g!!rals of American_ higher education is to provide the much needed 
i 
letdership in the challenging days ahead? Boston University College of 
Basic Studies~ as an example, makes the following statements in its 
pu"\:>lications: 
Entrance requirements ar.e designed to admit students on 
evidence ·of potential for growth and leadership (Butler, 1956),. 
p. 3). 
The aim throughout is to promote the growth and development 
of the student 1 s total personality; to enlarge his interest and 
engage his drive; to utilize to the greatest possible degree 
his potential for successful, rewarding and useful achievement 
in response to the challenge of life in our time and place 
(Butler, 1956, p. 15) . 
. . . and through education to.become a citizen better 
equipped to assume the responsibilities and privileg·es o.f life 
in a democracy (Butler, 1957, p. 3). 
In many institutions these objectives fall in the category de-
scribed by Edward Eddy, Jr., Provost of the University of New Hampshire, 
in! his talk to students of·Boston University at the Founders Day Meeting 
in March, 1959. Dr. Eddy said in essence that all too many of these 
lo~ty general objectives of higher educa~ion, which make for good read-
in~ in -c:ollege catalogues, are not included in the real programs of the 
in$titution. 
I 
Boston University, in the area of leadership tra;i.ning, does not 
fa~l into this category. It does, however, fall into a category not 
much better--that of providing many experiences for leadership train-
ing, but doing it in a haphazard manner regarding the selection of 
I st~dents for these experiences. For example, students who receive 
I 
I 
leadersh!p training at the College of Basic Studies usually receive it 
as a reshlt of election by their peers to positions of authority within 
tlie Student Activities Progranf. Even if it is assumed that these 
c~oices are valid; certainly these ar·e not the· only students who can 
profit from extensive training in the techniques and practices of 
le~der~hip. 'The LP Inventory is therefore designed to help identify 
thbse students who have the' greatest potential for being effective 
' .. 
leaders in face-to-face group situations. 
I 
We live in a group society. Since the rise of industria.lism 
anh the growth of the great cities, man has moved slowly but· surely 
9 
fr0m an independent, relatively self~sufficient individual to one whose 
life, safety, work, andrecreation depend upon those around him. The 
rugged iadividualism:.·of the iririeteenth century has been repiacad by co-
operation and group interaction. Reisman (1960). points o.ut that as 
sp~cialization increases, the need for more ade<J.uate leadership in-
creases. 
Yet most colleges, if they attack the problem at all, attack 
it [without much thought of selection other than individual choice or 
th~ student's popularity amon~ his peers. If it is assumed that leader-
ship, or the ability to lead, is not a universal trait but that it is 
subject to_the laws of individual differences, and if those involved 
in leadership training are to better focus their energies, some better 
typ~ of sele.ction process is desirable. 
1 
. I 
m lflB-UY 
The development of an inventory that will differentiate leaders 
group situations would add credence .to this hypothesis and 
i 
I 
migljlt add to the body of kno:wledge concerning the characteristics of 
I ; 
leadershi~ and of a leader. 
10 
Sc<i>pe 
The populations involved in this study consist of undergraduate 
st\tdents of Bos,ton University and professional counselors. 
The following samples of the above population, are used: 
1. For the development of the in._fltrument, subgrouping of items, 
development of a scoring key, item analysis, and reliability 
studies, studentfl from EUCBS and professional counselors 
employed at CBS wer,e used. 
2. For Va;Licl,ity ,Study A, students from CBS, CGE, SARG, CIT, 
SED, the BU Student-Faculty Assembly, and the BUCBS Student 
Council were used. 
3. For Validity Studies ,B, C, and D, students from,BUCBS, were 
used. 
4. The name of Boston University Junior College, which is re ... 
ferred, to in, the developing of, the first three editions of 
the LP Inveil.tory, was chang,ed in 1960 to the College of 
Basic .Studies. This name change did not change ,either the 
program or student body, but was instigated to better de-
scribe the existing program of General Liberal Education. 
CBAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH 
Introduction 
If the volume of writing, both of research and of speculation, 
is any criterion of the importance of leadership, it is then without 
doubt one of the most significant areas of the social sciences. As in 
i • 
1118Jiy disciplines concerned with the behavior o.f man, speculation and 
personal observation account for much of the writing in this field. 
In their introduction Brown and Cohn (1958) state, ttThe world is full 
of literature. Human behavior also is full of leadership and a size-
able proportion of the world 1 s literature relates to leadershiJY." The 
very beginnings of·h~ recorded experiences include some descriptions 
and speculationS concerning the phenomenon now referred to as leader-
ship. Many of these attempts were just simple picture carvings on which 
! 
some figures were given a separate status through size or position. 
Not only has.the concept of leadership been important throughout the 
I 
ages, but it see~ to be a universal human phenomenon. Smith and 
i 
Krueger (1933) cite diverse anthropological reports in primitive groups 
in Australia, the Fiju Islands, New Guinea, and the French Congo, and 
conclude that leadership occurs universally among men regardless of 
culture. 
Apother indication of the importance of this field is the number 
-11-
12. 
I 
of times investigators have seen fit to review the research. Beginning 
with Sto&gill's (1948) monumental work in reviewing the entire research 
I 
to :date in trait orientation to leadership, there have followed a num-
bet of excellent reviews: Jenkins (1947), Goode (1951), Krumboltz 
(1957), Ross and Hendry (1957), Mann (1952'), and Bass (1960). 
The references accumulated in thes.e various reviews number well 
intr.o the thousands. It is evident that there is no lack of data nor 
has there been a lack ~f zeal for investigation. However, there is 
! 
evidence even at this date of a real lack of meaningful theory. The 
re~earch indicates that n10st of the work has been confined to the prov-
ing of individual and isolated hypotheses, and there has been a real 
ladk of any integrative theory of leadership. Only within the last few 
years--Ross _and Hendry (1957), Bass (1%0), Stodgill (1960)--has there 
be~n any real attempt to organize and integrate the great myriad of 
factual data accumulated in the field of leadership. This lack of in-
tegrative theory has led to the establishment of different schools of 
le~dership thought analogous to the divisions in general psychology 
between the Behaviorists, the Functionalists, the Gestaltists, the 
Org~nisists, etc. 
()ne major problem in the construction of mea.nibgful research in 
the field of leadership has been the difficulty of defining the terms 
leadership and leader. The literature abounds with such definitions, 
a £$w of -which are listed here not so much to comment on their adequacy, 
but: to indicate the .diversity and breadth of behavior characteristics 
i 
that are :feferred to: 
1. Bogardus (1934)--"The leader is one who arouses, charges, 
0T createS atti-tudes in the liVeS Of other personS, It 
2. Brown (1936)--11The leader must repre~ent a region of high 
potential in the social field. 11 
3. Cunningham (1948)-- 11The leader is able to achieve in an 
area which has prestige for the group . tt 
13 
4. Dowd (1936)--11A leader is . some individual •. who, 
by reason of some kind of prestige, has the power or author-
ity to induce or compel conformity to the group interest.s. 11 
5. Encyclopedia of Educational Research (1950) -- 11The leader is 
the center of a f?Ocial potential of the group.n 
6. Fortune (1946)--Adult leaders have nGuts, savoire-faire, and 
intelligence.n 
7. French (1954)--HLeade~ship is measured as the adaptability 
to the armed services. 11 
8. Jones (1938)--HLeadership is the process of securing the 
cooperation of a group in working toward a goal they accept 
as desirable." 
9. Partridge (1934)-- 11Leadership is ... the ability and dis-
position to inspire confidence in others over a period of 
time and to act and think in the way that the leader desires 
them to act and think. 11 
10. Tead (1935)--"Leadership is .the activity of influencing people 
to cooperate towards some goal which they come to find de-
sirable.11 
14 
11.· Pigors (1935, p. ·16)-- 11.Any person may be called a leader 
during the time when and in so far as his will, feeling, and 
insight direct· .and control others in the pursuit or cause 
which he represents. u 
12; Boll.D.er (1953, p. ·399) --11Leadership is then conceived as the 
pro~uct of interaction between the total personality of the 
leader and the dynamic soci-al s·ituation in which he is living. 11 
In aaalyzing these diverse definitions, one finds that the leader 
is klescribed as one who interacts, one who directs- and controls, one who 
I 
ins)?ires confidence, one whe :i.nfluenees toward cooperation, one who 
I 
mee:t;s the standards o.f the officer corps of the services, one who is 
the: center of the so·cial potential, one who has power and authority, 
one who is able to achieve, one who arouses, changes, and creates atti-
tudes. 
The lack of an adequate theory of leadership and the divergency 
of definition and approach have led to many variations in the types of 
I res~arch undertaken. A historical perspective is of some value at this 
point. Although interest and research in leadership go back to pre-
. ! 
Biblical and prehistoric times, serious investigation of the problem 
began in the United States during the middle 1920 1 s. 
The first major avenue of approach toward leadership was study 
of the personal characteristics or personality traits observable in 
lea4ers. Considerable research during this period-was undertaken at 
Ohid State University and Columbia University, with the focus of isolat-
i ! 
ing the p~rsonality traits that were characteristic of all leaders in 
15 
alii- leadership sit\;!ations .(C. _c. Bellingr_ath~ 1930; Cowley~ 1931; Cox, 
19~6; Bowde:p.,. 1926). In reviewing the lit:er_ature of this. period Stodgill 
(1948) refers to some eighteen personality factors which he felt had 
be~n supported by the investigation. However, Jenkins (1948) concluded 
after his re)view of the research: "No .single trait .or group 0£ charac-
teristics . . sets off the leader .from the. members of his group. 11 
The results. of these studies wer.e somewhat .inc.onclusive. 
JPuring tpe la,te 1930's and 1940's t.he focus of studies of 
leadership, as well as the foc.u.s .of many other areas of th:e behavioral 
sciences,. was tux:n,ed to: the gro).lp q.s tP,e_ area of prima.ry investigation. 
There is an almost complete shift in attention from the _individual to 
the group, defined not only_ as a number of individuals but as ce>ntain-
ing some typ.e of. mystic.al personality of i_ts .own. This is the perio.d 
of the group dynamacist. In 1946 the conferences at Bethel, Maine be-
gan with emphasis on group interaction power. structures, agendas <=~:P.d . 
! . ~ 
hiqden agendas, perhaps culminating in t:he concept of Cattell _(1951)., 
! 
th~ measurement of leadership through an_understanding of group ayn-
1 
ta~ity. 
Oo,ly recently does the;r-e seem to be an attempt to.againre-
eYajl.uate the focus of leadersh:i.p.studies .. Bonner (1953, p. 399) states, 
"Leadership is then conceived as the product of the int.eractian betwe.en 
the total personality of the :Leader and the dynamic social sit:uatian in 
which he has being. 11 Certainpers<:>nality characteristics are important, 
but, leadership canne>t be fully unde:t'stood unless the. situation in wlrlch 
i ; 
thet ;Leadef'-ship takes. place is alse> studied. 
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This introductory discussion of leadership as the function bf 
th~ individual, ef the group, and of the situation helps pe-rhaps to 
id~ntify some of the con.fusien that exists in leadership assessment 
! 
b~:rth as.to methodologie.s utilized and to conflicting results reported. 
The follewing is a discussion of research·undertaken to assess leader-
ship behavior and potential. Since there are many comprehensive reviews 
of ;the research: (Stodgill, 194~; Ross and Hendry,· 19.57; Bass, 1960), 
th:i(s review is seleetive, high-lighting the major directions that 
I 
leadership evaluation has taken. The remainder of the chapter is di-
vicled into two major sectic:ms: one_,· the types of assessment design 
th~t are concerned with the direct evaluation of behavior to identify 
lea:dership ability and petential ability; twe, those studies that deal 
with JOOre indirect measures of individual personality ef leaders to 
I 
identify leadership ability aad potential. 
Direct Evaluation of Behavior 
One major metho.dology for the study and identification of 
lea~ership has been the direct examination of individuals engaged in 
grohp situations in order to observe their leadership behavior. To 
i 
del:Lneate more clearly the methodologies used, this section has been 
I 
diy~ded into two subsections: first, evaluation by external expert 
raters; and second, peer evaluation. Evaluation by expert raters is 
I bro*en down into subareas: 
a. evaluation in artificial situations 
b. evaluation of leaderless group discussions 
cl evaluation of real work situations. 
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Evailuation by External Expert Raters 
.A major approach to t.he dire.ct evaluation of l:Jehavior has been 
I 
thx!0ugh the use of persons designat.ed and trained as expert raters to 
oh~.erve group behavio_r from an exteJ;nal perspective and to: rate the· 
member.s of the group as to their lead,ership behavio.r. 
Artificial situation tests.-- One methodology is to ~et up a 
sit;uation where a group of individuals are charged with a pa:r:ticular 
i 
tas:k and, by observing th~ metho.ds by which the individuals .pursue this 
taS:k, the leadership.behavior. of the members can be evaluated. Much of 
' t~s type of research comes. from the militc3.ry services of the world in 
I 
the'ir officer selection programs of World War II.. A sunnna:ry of this 
I 
re~earch is presented in Jenkins. (1948) and in Matth.ew~ (1951). The 
Un:ilted States under the Office of Strategic $ervices, the Brit:ish t!llder 
I . . 
1 
th~ British War Office Selection Board (WQSB.), and the German Officer 
i Se~ection Board used similar procedures. Matthews (1951) reports that 
th1 general procedure was to create a typical military situation and 
i 
then allow a certain group of individuals to solve the situation. As 
! 
deJcribed by Harris (l948), the British War Office. s.election Board, 
i 
wh~ch had the most background in the area of selection, reported: 
! 
I 
WOSB submits a man to varying time, problem and social 
, stresses in an experimental 1mic:ro connnunity 1 of al;>out eight 
members, connnitted to· tasks of different types; i.e., outdoor, 
physLcal, indoor planning, group discussions., etc.. No leader 
is appointed and the group is allowed to throw up its own 
.natur.al leaders ... the emphasis now i.s not on a man's apti-
tude ·or primarily on his technical capacity . . . though that 
would be considered . . . but on the quality of his personality 
in a social field, and on his ability to manage men in the 
fielq of activity for which he was being considered. 
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In the German pr0gram (Fargo~ 1941) the following criteria 
we:r;e uncl.er consideration: .. pesiti.ve w:!-11~ <leterm:i.natiou,. operative 
th:Ln.king (planning and executing ot" a preconceived action), mental 
el81sticity, mathematical thinking.) and character. Censidered as two 
of :the pitfalls of effec'f:ive leadership were fatigue.aud the overesti-
mat!ion of one f s per13onality. A typical German leadership situation 
mig:ht consist ot" placing a group of potential o;!:ficers under a candi-
datie who was to e:&:plain the. e:&:ecution of a manual task such as assembling 
a p;refabricated bridge. Anot:her t:ypical task was to ass.ign a member, 
witpout briefing, to lecture his men on a particular task situation. 
The OSS program of the United States. (OSS assessment staff, 
1948) involved a similar testing p_rocedure. One primary cens.ideration 
of the American task situation was to present the aJ!>plicaut with a 
highly frustrating s1.tuation to· test hi& frustration tolerance and 
organizational ability. A. typical prc'>b1em :wq.s to assign the .applicant 
a task of constructing a five-foot. tube with tinker-toy-type equipment. 
The:subject was assigned two helpers who role-pla,yed the situation in 
ord~r to thwart the construction of the task. One helper plays th~ 
roll$ of a slow~ dull aide who has trouble in seeing eve:n .simple direc-
' 
tio4s, and the other helper is arrogant and ill-tempered and does his 
best; to thwart the success of the candidate. The candidate is then 
rat~d on such factors: motivation fo.r the assignment, energy and initi-
' ati~e, effective intelligence, emotional· stability,. s.ocial relations, 
lea~ership, physical ability, the ability to maintain security info.nna.-
' ' 
tio~, obs~ing and reporting, and propaganda skills. 
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:No reliability data are available on any-of these s.tudies. 
They m.i-gb.t be called .11Action research11 and statistical processes were 
kept at a{minimum, The :validity Qf such techniques is expressed in a 
I 
11p~agmati_c way'' in terms of their continuation throughout the perio-d 
of ;world War II as successful officer selection· techniques . 
. In this same.field Taft (1950) reports a living .... in testing 
si~uation in which ten staf_£ members .lived in for a period o·f twenty-
fo-qr hou1:'s with a group o£ individuals and observed them in terms of 
di~ferent assessment criteria which included character, ability in 
cidy planning, improvisations in which each subject played a:a assigned 
ro:Ue, and uns.tructured group situations. _Taft reports a reliability 
I 
i 
I betjween judges of . 82.. Kline .reports a similar situational test where 
i 
groh!ps a:t'e tested on their. ability to assemble a life raft and in their 
I 
abiflity .to. run. a group discussion. Kline reports, 11A marked improve-
' 
medt in the. calibre of.cadet officers selected in this.manner. 11 
Using nonmilitary situations, a series o£ research experiments 
,, 
a.rel reported by Carter .. (H49) and Carter and 1.\fixon (1949, 1949a) ·.in 
I 
whth he used tasks including intellectual situations., mechanical sit-
uat[Lons, work situations, and clerical situations.,_ varying the size ·o£ 
I 
thel groups from two to fifteen. . In one experiment of a s.eries Carter 
! 
' 
andi Nixon (1949) studied subjec.ts consisting of 100 high school men 
I 
fro:in. two schools. The subjects were. rated by both their principal and 
I 
their coU);l.selor. Each.rater was given a five-point rating scale from 1, 
! 
ttThis is ene of the boys .who I am particularly confidcent would do .an I . 
exc~l.lent j job of leadership>" to 5 1 ''This is one of the boys who I would 
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al.Iho~t never.en:trust such a leadershipp~si.ti0n. 11 Innnediately be;l:ore 
rating~ each rate;r read a descript;i<;>n of. the,group situatiens under 
coJsideration. These.were .intellectual,. clerical, or mechanical assem-
blj tasks. Interrater ;reliability on .tb,.e intellectual task situation 
wa$ .68 at one s.chool and .. 79 at .the other; for the clerical tasks, 
.61 and .• 60; for the mechanical tasks~ .63 and .66, respectively. 
j 
Ca~ter (1950) has been involved. with using some rather unique observa-
1 . 
i 
ti~n techniques. 'rfu::ough the use of one,..way screens and stenographic 
maqhines, raters were able to .categorize behavior during work s:i:ttuations 
usJng the following criteria: 1. called for. attenticm; 2. diagnoses 
si~uation, :makes. interpretation;. 3 .. asks for expression of feeling. or 
i 
o:p:linion; 4. proposes course of action for self; 5. _proposes course of 
I 
~c~ion for others; 6. supports or gives info~ation regarding his pro~ 
I 
po~als. Carter (1949) reports reliabilities of . 70 to . 90 for rea13~>n-
ing> mechanieal assembly, and discussion tasks. In a factor analysis 
1 
of the categories described, Carter and Nixon (1949) found that cat.e-
I 
go:t!y twenty-three, "diagnosing the situation makes interpretations" 
anJ category fifty, llgives information on how to carry o:ut action, n 
I 
I 
co~istently showed statistically significant dif;Eerences between the· 
I 
acdivity of th.e leader and the other group members. He hypothe134es 
I 
th~t this type of behavior characterizes the leader. 
Matthews (1951) reports that Carter's findings support hi.s cam-
I 
cl~sions that, 11In looki.ngat the req:uirement-s of a leader it would be 
we~l to x-.ecognize that there are cert/ilin general requi.rementf;l and. a:(.so 
I 
I 
I 
that the:de are certain requirements that are unique for the particular 
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' le4de:rship situation ene has in mind.n 
A series of Ill0re recent experiments have tried te. isolate par-
ticular types of leadership lDehavior by the manipulation .o.f one vari-
able within the group. Heiilf'hill and Pepinsky. (1956) studied the rela-
tiqmship ef pa~k relevant infonna.tion to accepted leadership behavior. 
Their coaclusions were that having task.relevant information did not 
neeessarily mean high leadership attempted. They also investigated the 
relationship of attempted leadership to the rewards for solutions of 
th~ problems and feund there was a positive relationship between rewards 
and number of atte111pts at leadership behavior. 
Theodorson (1957) studied the variable of group cohesiveness in 
terms of its importance to leadership. He found variations of group 
cahesiveness influenced the relatianship of popularity to leadership. 
In a highly cohesive group the m0re popular person tended to be the· 
lekder, whereas in a low cohesive group one may be liked or disliked 
without reference to his leadership ability. 
! 
Borg (1957) investigated the .effect upon a:::group of appointing 
lels.ders after there has been an opportunity for a natural leader to 
emerge. His results indicated that designating the wrong leader did 
ndt improve the leader 1 s performance or the perfonn.a.nce of the group, 
JDu!t designation of a competent leader was a major determination of 
gr.oup effectiveness and seemed to stimulate leader behaviG>r among other 
me~ers. 
A summary of this type of research suggests a movement from a 
i 
rather gross evaluation of leadership behavior in a task situation 
' 
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i 
i 
duxjing.the period of World War II, to more sophisticated experimental 
pro.cedures where a single determinant of leadership ability is. under 
con!sideration through the.controlled variation of certain aspects of 
i 
grolup behavior. 
Leaderless group discussions.-~ The technique of the leader-
les
1
s group discussions, while being. used by many, is primarily the 
pro~uct of the writing of PrQfessor Bernard Bass of the Un.iversity of 
I 
Loulisiana. To investigate leadership behavior of the men:ibers. of a 
i 
I 
small group, Professor Bass utilizes a· tee.bnique of allowing leadership 
i 
to !emerge from a structureless group· situation. In one particular ex-
per]iment (Klubeck and Bass, 1954) sorority girls, selected from seven 
di:Eiferent sororities, served as subjeGts. They were dividedinto 
twenty groups, each containing one subject from. each of the seven soror-
itibs. A .gro\lp of seyen girls. was arranged in the shape of an .inverted 
I 
"Vu! with two .well-trained observers seated.atthe open end. The sub-
jec~s were giv.en a list of qUE);stions such as: "Should co-eds marry 
I . 
whille still ia college?u or 11Are girls 1 $Chools better than co-educa-
1 . 
tiohal.colleges7 11 They were directed to select one question and dis-
' I 
c.usb. it for. thirty .minutes •. During. the period of their discussion the 
i 
twol trained observers rated the girls on the following categories: 
I 
1. Being effective in .saying what she wanted to say 
2. Offering good solutions to problem discussed 
3. Showing initiative 
4. Defining the problem and organizing the group's thinking 
5;. .Motivating others to participate 
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6. Influencing_ the participants-
7.. L~ading the group. 
Thsy UJ?ed a five-point scale rang:i,ng -from 0 {she did not e:Khibit this 
begayior at al~) to 4 (she exhibited this behavior a great deal). The 
po~nts assigned to each category were then sunnned and the scores of.the 
twq raters were summed fox each individual subject .. Using this tech-
nict,ue~ the interrater reliability coef-f,icients ran particularly high~ 
Thd correlation for the two observers' ratings in this experiment was 
' I 
.8~. 
ltlubeck. and_ Bass (:1.954) list the following reasons for using 
leciderleas group discuss.ions_as a measure of the lead~rs~ip status of 
! 
a group: 
!. 
I 
! 
1. The leaderless group discussion has high intr:Lnsic valid-
ity of leadership status of each member, defined as the 
extent to which he moved his group in a shared direction. 
That is, it's valid by definition since based upon 
leade~less gJ:'oup discussion perforJiiCm.ce measure or at 
least the attempt to measure the extent to. which ea~h 
member contributed to the ~ovement o-f his . grcmp in a. 
2. 
3. 
4 .• 
5. 
shared direction~ 
Behavior during the leaderless gro11p discussion appears 
consistent. . 
.f._greement among the LGD raters. is high {Bass §Lnd Norton,_ 
1'951; Bass -and Coates, 1952). 
LGD performance_ correlates to some e~te~t with various 
other measures of leadership status (Arbous and Maree, 
1951; Bass and Coates, 1952; C?Xter et al., 1951). 
-The LGD is relatively· easy to administer. - · 
Ba&s (1954) reports a significant correlation between LGD scores and 
I 
j 
st1tus esteem performance in a quasi-real situation. 
'The leaderless group discussion technique is reported by Carter 
(1949) involving pairs of high school boys in three different types of 
I 
wo:rik-task situations, one an intellectual task, the second a clerical 
I 
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tas:k, and. the third a. mechap.ical.assembly task. Their findings indi-
cate that the subjects that took the lead and influenced their partners 
' I 
in 1the intellectual task.also influenced their partners in the elerieal 
task. However~ the mec~anical assembly task gave low intercorrelations 
with the other two problem situ!'Ltions •. 
Carter, Haythorne, and Howell (1950) again utilized the leader-
! 
les's group technique with college students, increas:ing the number and. 
i 
divrersity of the work tasks. Through-factor analysis they formd-there 
I 
werie two major leadership factors 1 an intellectual leadership factor 
and! a leadership factor based upon.manual skills. 
C.ro(!kett (1955) utilized the same technique in already formed 
bus!iness and government organizations and reported: 
'! 
1.. Emergent leaders wer-e present when designated chairmen 
were not .adequate. 
2. Emergent leaders were present when cliques existed and 
where there was low congruence of motivation. 
3. Emergent leaders had relatively high-rank .and experience. 
4. Emergent leaders had high personal motivation. 
5. Emergent leaders were :r::ated high by other members with 
regard to being needed in the group. 
The leaderless group discussion has become a valuable tool of 
the! group researcher. As long as it remains a tool and not an end in 
I 
itsjelf, it ~ould seem to have .much usefulness. It must be remembered, 
j 
I 
however, that there is nothing inherently better abo.ut emergent leader-
shi~ (Crockett, 1955), and there is always. the risk that little, poor, 
or lonflicting leadership will emerge. The perspect-ive of this tech-
' 
niq~e must always be kept in mind. 
I 
i Real.work situations.-• Another method of investigating leader-
i 
ship and leadership behavior is through direct observation of people 
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in everyday work situations. This design necessarily involves more 
conlplications thando those involving more artificial gJ;'oup situations. 
i 
It !becomes impossible to control the number of variables that one can 
I 
I 
I 
iu .the laboratory situation. There is, however, in spite of the in-
her;ent·obstacles,·considerable research using this methodology. 
Stodgill and Shartle (1956) reported a ten-year interdisciplin-
j 
ary study of leadership·and its·behavior·chara:cteristics carried on at 
i 
Oh~o State University under the sponsorship of the United States Navy. 
! 
Th~s was primarily descriptive research in its early stages attempting 
to !delimit and understand leadership behavior as· it can be observed in 
actual work situations. The ·investigation begins with the study of 
peo~le who hold leadership positions in both industry and the armed 
ser!vices. · Invo:lved in the. study are both line and staff administrative 
I 
per~onnel in approximately twenty ships and twenty shore establishments 
of ithe United States Navy. The techniques used are: 
1. Interviews with commissioned officers 
2. A study of organizational charts and manuals 
3. Sociometric methods 
4. Time expenditure log and check lists 
5. The RAD scale (authority, responsibility, and delegated 
authority) 
6. Leader Behavior Descriptions 
7. Rating scales 
8. Production records. 
i 
It should be noted that only a very few of the eight techniques used are 
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on-the- jab observaticmal methods. The techniques dealing with .se>cio-
metric and self-description methodologies will be discussed ia a later 
seqtion. The interview, which is a type of structured observation, 
waS! used primarily to elicit information relatiye to the type of job, 
th~ person's place in the organizational structure, the history and 
organization of the unit, the problems of unit management, and the 
working relationships with other organization members. The interview 
wal'? highly structured anddid not.intend to get to the actual person-
ality characteristics of the interviewee. The RAD scales measuring 
responsibility, authority, and delegated authority are used as.ratings 
by senior officers and administrative personnel. Test-retest reliabil-
ities on the RAD scales run from .62 for responsibility, .~5 for author-
ity, and .73 for delegation. A validity study between the RAD scale 
and self-description gave a correlation of .71 with responsibility, 
.22 with authority, and .39 with delegation. Work analysis forms were 
us~d primarily to diagnose the type of 'work done by particular indi-
viduals. Similarly, the time measurement scales indicated the actual 
ti~e spent and tl:te degree of time spent in administrative responsibil-
I 
itfes. A. leader behavior scale was developed using the following items: 
1. He keeps informed about the work that is being done. 
2. He makes outside contacts for the group. 
3. He schedules the work to be done. 
4. He works right along with the group. 
5. He explains why a particular action is important. 
6. He tells the public of the importance of the group. 
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Stqdgill concludes.that these are primar.ily preliminary atteTI.IPts to. 
develop a methodology for determinin~ what leaders actually do by w~y 
of (leadership performance (Matthews, 1951). 
I " ' • 
A ~tudy using a structured interview was conducted by the 
Prudentia1·Life Insurance Company. The structured interview was used 
wi~h both supervi~ory c:tnd nonsupervisory emp1qyees (Katz;, et al.,,. 
I 
1950). Respo~ses were coded and comparison made between respon~es ob-
ta;lned from high_and low product~vity sections. Typical questions 
were (Matthews, 1951): 
What do you do in your job? 
What is your job called? 
What about work planning? 
What about handling personnel matters? 
What about review work in_ the section and handling of 
' specific problems? 
How many employees are there in your section? 
)):o' you have an assistant section head? 
What prOJ?Ortion of your t~me is given to supervisory 
matters? 
What plll'Oportion to other dutti!es? 
To whom . do . you usually go for .. advice in matters concerning 
your work? 
Do you discuss things about the work with other people at 
your. level within the :divisio~? 
Rainio (1955) reports a four-year experimental study using 
I 
I t~ree raters judging l:!fficiency as a criterion measure on 727 foremen. 
I 
Tl±e results were.related to twenty-four other test scores and,_through 
factor analysis, the areas of general intelligence, nonsuggestibility, 
stability, and effective~ess were indicated as criteria of leadership. 
Marchetti (1953) reports a study in which supervisors were 
asked to J?redict employee responses to a questionnaire •. It was estab-
lished that better emp~oyee attitudes were found among those whose 
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supervisors scored high. on participant understanding and detached 
understanding. Another important study that needs mention. is the six ... 
year stuay.by Fiedler (1958), which deals with real work situations 
and uses the cqncept of expert. raters. not as Stodgill and others have 
done, but by using an external, independent cr.iterion of success .. -The 
study deals with the concept of assumed similarity between leaders and 
fo).lowers. A pers<:>n's self-descriptions on a set of personality char-
ac.teristics are compared with his description of the person he. would 
mo,st like to w0rk with and the person he would least like to work with. 
T~ese scores are then compared with certain external criteria of sue-
c~ss. For instance, in studying_ basketball teams, league standing was 
u:S-ed as a criterion of success. In studying bomber crews, successful 
bombing runs were used as a criterion of success. The experimental 
methodology of this study will be expla:i.ned more fully :i.n the next sec-
t 
tion. It will suffice to say here that by using an external criterion 
I 
oif success as a form. of external rat:i.ng, Fiedler fo'und that more psy-
i 
chologically distant leaders are more effective in promoting the pro-
ductivity of task groups than are the lead~rs with psychologically_ 
ciloser interpersonal relations (Fiedler, 1960). This prediction of 
]eadership effectiveness was possible, however,. only when dealing with 
groups in which the leader had de facto power and authority as indi-
cated by the group's informal structure. Fiedler (1960) suggests on 
I 1the b.a$is of these findings that reinterpretation of the leadership 
' 
trait ~roblem is necessary, and proposes that leadership traits can 
: I 
'h>ecome operative in influencing group productivity only .:when the leader 
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has considerable power within the group. 
Applications of findings must always be a factor when conduct-
in~ research. Therefore, the more reality the research design permits, 
th~ more easily applicable its results. The danger lies, however, in 
understanding the components of change within a situation in wh:t.ch many 
of: the variables are not cantrolled. 
So:ciometric Ratings 
I 
In 1934 Moreno opened a broad new vista in the study of the 
internal structure of groups. He (Moreno, 1934) presented a methodology 
measuring the effectiveness of groups by surveying the attitudes of the 
group members toward each other. This has become one of the most fruit-
ful teclmiques of research for those interested in group leadership. 
This method of assessing group leadership varies greatly from those re-
ported in the previous section. Rather than using some external cri-
teria of rating such as exp·ert raters or production, this type of re-
Search studies leadership from the group member perception of attempted 
and successful leadership. 
Zeleny (1940) presented two major methodologies for sociometric 
study: first, the status rank technique which he felt was good for 
$mall groups of under ten people in which each person ranks all other 
persons in the group on a particular criterion; using this type of 
I 
:ranki1, he reported a test-retest reliability of . 684; second, he re-
!ported the five man-to-man ratings in which each member of the group 
I 
ranks the top five people in the group and the bottom five people in 
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the: group on a particular criterion • .An individual student 1 s rank is 
then assessed by ,totaling the number of times .he is chosen. Test re-
te~t reliabilities for this technique all reported as .97. Stodgill 
and Shartle (1956) used a similar technique in which they used a two-
or. three-man rating. They reported reliabilities ranging from . 82 to 
.97. All three of the armed services have experimented with this type 
of researcli. Riccuiti, et al. (1951) at the U. S. Naval Academy, Page 
(1936) at the U. S. Military Academy, Page (1948) with the U. S. Air 
Farce, Rnoell and Stice (1954) with Naval air cadets, Jenkins (1948) 
iri conjunction with a Naval air program in leadership research--all of 
these studies used techni-ques similar to those described by Zeleny as 
five man-to-man ratings. All showed high reliabilities and all found 
t:P,at sociometric evaluation was one of the most valid criteria for the 
identification of leadership c'haracteristics. Leavett and Adler (1946) 
sWnna.rized these service findings by reporting that buddy ratings ex-
celled in predictive efficiency OCS grades, personal inventory, and 
general classification and mechanical aptitude tests. 
' 
The same technique has also been used in many civilian studies. 
I . 
VanDusen (1948) used 245 bo~ scouts, naming the three boys who would 
l1lake the best patrol leaders and the three boys who would make the worst. 
The nominations were accompanied by the reasons for nomination. Agree-
'JD.ent between the best and worst averaged 60 per cent ·in several groups. 
Using a critical incident techllique, many b.ehavioni.l character-
istic~ of leaders are reported in the sociometric studies. Perugia 
(1952) reported that leaders shewed high emotional stability, intelli-
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geri.c~, aaequacy of adaptive b.ehavior, capacity for moral judgment, and 
extra sem.sitivity. Secially isolated perseus are characte:rized by 
social immaturity and low intelligence. ··In studying airmen, Page (1948) 
reperts ;the leader is socially adept, cooperative,·considerate, p0pU:lar, 
respected, has a high level of initiative, and a high. level of aptitude 
for the particular job to be d0ne. ·He is aggressive, he is stable·, he 
has a balanced personality, he is pleasing, personable, ·aml ambivalent. 
Van Dusen (1948) in the scouting study r.eports the leader was interested 
in a knowledge of s.couting, stimulated cooperation, was adaf>table to 
the needs of others, was honest,. and trustworthy. Halpin (1953), 
studying B-29 bomber pilots over Kerea;· indicated superior leaders 
were judged high in. cooperation and friendship. 
The Fiedler studies (1958, 1960), intreduced in the previous 
section, repert somewhat -different. cenclusions. · :Because they are. ehar-
acterized by a high level of rig<;>rous experimental design, they.desetve 
:reporting in some detail •. Based upon a study of the relationship be-
:tween psychotherapists and their clients;, Fiedler (1958a) found that 
there was a high relationship between the effectiveness ef .. therapists 
and the similarity which the therapist saw between himself and his 
I 1* : c ~ents. To study this concept of assumed similarity, Fiedler designed· 
a scale using.typical personality traits based upon the Murray-scales, 
to get measures £rem-individuals ef their own charaeteristies, ·the 
characteristics o.f those with whem they would 100st like te work, and 
those .with whom they would least like to werk·. This is a· combination 
of a sociometric.rating, the most-liked and the least liked, a self~ 
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desc:dptisn, and an other description inventory. 'Fiedler reports· high 
re1iability for this type of scale 'ih the area of .80..;..90 in testing 
this hypothesis of assumed simiia.rity with· fourteen high school basket~ 
ball games as a criterien of group effectiveness. Fiedler found that 
the assumed similarity scores (which is the difference between the 
scores of the individual scoring himself and·the individual scoring 
other people) correlated negatively with the team won-loss standing;· 
l'his study was repeated With ·surveying teams, bomber creWSt tank ·crews, 
and steel workers.· The major hypothesis was supported--that a cert:ain 
level of psychological distance'defined as a low assumed similarity 
score was important in p'rom.oting the productivity of task g:toups. How-
ever, it'was also found that the task group leader must be the socio-
metric leader choice of the group.' This ·report of the necessity of 
·social distance does not concur with the otlier'studies where friendli-
ness, cooperativeness, arid closeness were'reported as crite:tia .. of· 
leadership. 
The material'on peer ratings may be concluded by reporting a 
series of modifications and refinements of the basic technique laid · 
down by Moreno (1934).· Sociometric choice ha$ the advantage of survey-
ing the'attitudes.of those personally involved in the.task to be com-
pleted. It also, however, has the handicap of masking'the real cri~ 
teria of choice. Sociometry has become a useful and popular tool and, 
as used by Gardner and Thompson (1959), one can see much refinement 
over the methods as suggested by Zeleny (1940). 
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Indirect Evaluation of Behavio~ 
'rhe research previously reported has dealt with the direct 
evaluat~on of behavior from au external point of view by expert r9-ters 
- -
and by evaluation of one's peers. A second major' method of investiga-
tion is evaluation of one 1 .s le~dership ability or: potential through 
more indirect measures--those of self~ personaliby, and attitude de-
scriptions. Here is found reliance upon standarqized personality in-
' 
i 
V'entories and inventories prepared especially fo:rr leadership investi-
gation. This section of the review is divided i:Q.to two categories: 
The first category will deal with a number of st:i:tdies utilizing both 
' 
standardized published personality inventories ~d inventories prepared 
especially for leadership-studies. These studies have investigated 
I leaders.hip from the fo-cus of better understanding the phenomena in-
cluded in leader behav:f.or and the personality o11 personal character-
istics of people with leadership responsibilitiys. The second section 
will cieal with certain self--evaluation instrume:Jilts which are designed 
primarily to identify and/or predict leader behavior. 
. . 
Factors of Personality Associated with "Behavior/ 
Res.earch dealing with the investigatiori of personality traits 
involved in leader· behavior were reViewed by Smith and Krueger (1933), 
by Jenkins (1947) with special r-eference to miiitary problems, and by 
Stodgill (194-8). 
l 
In Stodgill 1 s (1948) monumental summary, he "found 
• I 
studies dealing with twenty-nine characteristics of leader behavior. 
Many-of the twenty-nine·were supported by only·one or two studies and 
for many there were contradictory reports. The twenty-nine areas in 
which ;Stodgill (1~48) found researih ·are as follows: 
1. Chrenolegical age 
2. Height 
3. Weight 
4. Physique, energ¥, and health 
5. Appearance 
6. Fluency of speech 
7. Intelligence 
8. S.cholarship 
9. Knowledge 
1 10. Judgment and decision 
11. ~ight 
12. Originality 
13. Adaptability 
14. Introversion-extroversion 
15. Jl)ominance 
16. Initiative, persistence, and ambition 
17. Responsibility 
18. Integrity and conviction 
19. Self-confidence, 
20. Mood control and mood optiin.i.sm 
1 21. Emotional control 
1 22. Social and economic status 
23. Social activity and IDflbility 
24. Bio-social activity 
25. Sacial skills 
1 26. Popularity and prestige 
1
, ·27. C(llop·eration 
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' 28. The patterns of leadership traits differing with situations 
1 29. Transferability and persistence of leadership 
;Stodgill (1948) reports positive evidence from fifteen or more 
studies 1 in the following areas: the average person who bccupies posi-
tions of leadership exceeds the :average member of his group in intelli-
gence, $cJ:lolarship, de]>endability, responsibility, activity, social 
particip1ation, and socio-economic status. The qualities and character-
i 
istics r~quired of a leader are determined in a large part by the demands 
of the situation in which he is to function. He found positive evidence 
in the fb-llowip,g areas reported in at least ten studies: the leader is 
35 
above average in sociability, initiative, persistence, knowing how to 
get t?ings done, self-confidence, alertness to and insight into situa-
I 
tions, coop-erativeness, popularity, adaptability, and verbal facility. 
The items with. the highest over~all correlation with leadership were: 
origi"fl.ality, papularity, so.ciability, judgment, aggressiveness, desire 
to excel, 1J.umo;r,.cooperativeness, liveliness, and athletic ability, in 
I 
appro-kimat~ly that relationship in terms of magnitude of the correlation 
I 
coeff~cient. He found evidence, although it is contradicted in other 
I 
studies, to support a low correlation between such variables as chrono-
1 
logic<:);l age, height, weight., physique, energy, appearance, dominance, 
and mdod control. Divided evidence was discovered concerning the rela-
tions 'Of leadership to intr<Dversion-extroversion, self-sufficiency, and 
I ' 
emotional ccmtrol. 
Stodgill (1948) indicated in his findings that the most fruit-
ful stfudies were focused on analyzing direct observation of behavior 
I 
I • • 
and frpm biographical and case history data. With regard to certain 
identilEiable personal characteristics. of a leader, Stodg~ll (1948) 
I 
makes the follow:tp.g statement: 
A perE;on does not become a leader by virtue of the-possession 
of; some combination of traits, but the pattern of personal char-
acter:tstics of the leader must bear some relative relat:tonship to 
th~ characteristics, activities, and goals of the followers. 
I Thus leaaership must be. conceived in terms of the interaction of 
si~uational variables which are in constant ·flux and change. 
·]· the personal characterist.ics of the leader ana of the fol:-
lo ers are in comparison highly stable. . . . It is clear that 
an adequate analysis af leade~ship involves not only a ~tudy.of 
le ,ders but of followers. Th~s does not appear to prov~de d~rect 
ev~dence either for or against a theory_of traits but they do in-
dicate that a complex of factors determines an individual 1 s 
st~tus in a group ..•. 
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The use of standardized measures of personality.-- A number of 
diffe~ent personality measures have been used to study the cencept of 
leade~ship. A selected sample of these follows: Hanawalt (1943 ~ 1943a, 
1944) ',- Richardson (1948), and Gowan (1955) have all studied leadership 
behavior through the use of the Bernreut_er Personality Inventory~ 
Hanawalt (1943) found a positive correlatien between leadership and 
dominance 0111 the Bernreuter scale. He found that leaders are freer 
from !eelings of humility and self-consciousness than nonleaders, and 
that they are more willing to work with others and are willing to effer 
ideas !for discussion. He reports levels of .significanee at the 5 per 
cent :Level. Hanawalt (1944) found that leaders differ from nonleaders 
in intiroversion-extroversion, self""confidence, reliability, and soci-
I 
abilit(Y. Office holders were found to· be more sociable but less self-
1 
suffic~ent and more dominant than supervisors. 
I 
! Richardson and Hanawalt (1944) studied fathers and friends of 
285 st~dents administering a Bernreuter and-an Intereat-Attittide Seale 
for cb.ssification; then, using an arbitrary system, they classified 
i 
ninety lo-f them as superv-isors-, eighty-eight as nonsupervisors, fifty-
' -
I 
seven .is office holders, and one hundred sb:teen as non-office holders. 
They used the fellowing scales on the Bernreuter: Neurotic Tendency, 
Self-st:(fficie:a.cy, Intreveneion-Extroversion, Dominance-Submission, and 
two Flanagan Scales-.-Self-confidence and- Sociability. They reported 
I 
that of~ice h0:lders were more- reliable, less neurotic, -less introverted, 
less dominant, and more self-confidant. Both office-holders and super-
' 
visors shewed similar profil-es but of different magnitudes. Neurotic 
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tendencies seemed to show the highest significant difference between 
nonsupervisors and supervisors. Werner (1955~ used the GAMIN Scale of 
the Guilford-Martin Personality Inventory. He found that people with 
high leadership ability scored higher in self-sufficiency at the 1 per 
cent level of confidence. Liddle (1958) compared scores on a California 
Persohality Inventory with leaders who were chosen through a sociometric 
i 
evaluation.· He found significant differences in leaders in terms of a 
! 
lack ¢>f withdrawing tendencies. Gowan (1954) used the Kuder Interest 
i 
Inventory in the study of a large midwestern military academy. He com-
pared the scores of the student leaders and the rest of the population. 
He follln.d significant differences between the leaders and the general 
popul<l.tion on the literary scale. He also fo-und that the leader group 
was f4rther from the mean than the follower group in every scale ex-
cept nj.usical. 
Williamson and Hoyte (1952), Hollander (1954), and Hartshorn 
(1956)i all have studied leadership using the Minnesota ~ultiphasic Per-
' I • 
sonali~y Inventory. Williamson (1952), using groups of student leaders 
I 
engagefl in political activities, found that these students were dif-
I 
ferentj in personality make-up from those engaged in fraternity activ-
ities.: He found fraternity and sorority leaders differed relatively 
little; from c:>ther types of students. He also found that student 
leader$ different from students in general in the hysteria, masculinity-
femt~>ty, and hypocondriacus scale. 
i Cobb (1952) and Dexter. and Stein (19~5) both studied leader-
ship u~ing the Goodenough Speed of Association Te$t. Cobb (1952) reports 
38 
that the L scores of leaders were significantly higher than those of 
nonleaders. She found that leaders took less time to complete the 
test, they wrote more legibly,·used shorter words, and used fewer 
emotionally toned responses, especially of a negative character. Her 
impressions of a leader on the basis· of her study were that the leaders 
are objective, emotionally controlled, broad in their views of the 
world~ had many interests beyond their own lives, are· concerned with 
' 
others, and are concerned with·auch things as clothes, good times, 
food.' 
Gibb (1949) 'reports a study of leadership using the Rorschach 
and u~iliziag the Australian candidates who were accepted·or rejected 
' 
' for o~ficer training. He found that leaders were ·found to give mere 
resportses, more masculine and feminine responses, more human movement 
I 
i respo~ses, more textural responses, more animal and inanimate movement 
I 
respon!ses, and more acromatic responses. Ehle (1949) reports a pre-
1 
liminaJry research project using a ·sentence-completion test. He sug-
gests ~hat these clinical interview methods lend themselves to the · 
study bf leadership identification. 
Cattell and Stice (1954), using his-sixteen personality factors 
questionnaire, found a positive leadership relationship with his scales 
G (chatacter int-egration or super ego strength), 0 (the absence of 
worry~g, anxiousness), H (adventurous), Cyclothymia (Q3, deliberate 
will cJntrol), and a negative relationship to leadership with his 
i 
scale. , These differences were found significant at the 1 and 5 per 
cent levels. In this particular experiment Cattell used a novel cri-
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terion of leadership ability, that 0£ syntality. His definitien ef · 
syntality is 11 as persenality is te the individual, syntality. is te the 
group:J the tetal complex of the greup persenality . 11 Syntality, then, 
is the· actual eutc.ome ef the group measured frem an external viewpoint. 
! 
In th~s study Cattell (1954) used thirty-four groups of·ten men. All 
I 
of thbse men were invelved in certain face-to-face group situations • 
• I 
The m.kn were rated by expert raters·in terms of leadership behavior. 
On th$ basis of these ratings, fo1:1r types of leaders were designated: 
I (1) tljl.e problem-solving leader, (2) the salient leader (described as 
the ~st important leader·in at least one of the twenty-two werk·situa-
• )I tl.OnS , , (3) the sociometric or popular leader, and (4) ·the elected 
leader. All of the subjects were given forms A and B of -the sixteen 
Personality Factor Questionnaire and, .based up0n a comparison of.their 
i 
ratin~s and test sceres in the 16 PF, the above significant areas were 
delinelated. 
Instruments designed for leadership study.-- A limited amolJilt 
of res;eareh has been done in constructing indirect measuriE.g instru-
1 
ment.s 1for use primarily if!or leadership identification. The research 
has ut~lized a number of different measuring techniques. F0r instance, 
I 
Mason i(195?) has experimen.ted with the interpretation by subjects e.f 
phot0graphs containing leadership behavior, trying to identify if there 
is a p~ysiog:aomic stereotype f0r the leader. 
cheices with other criteria of leadership. · 
I 
He then compares these 
Madden (19.54) has experimented with the developing of items 
£rom ctitical adjectives of actual case interview reports. The testee 
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would rank each item from Q to 10 > Gl i.ndieatilig that he had :rae experi-
.ence with the situatien and 10 indicating that this was very much like 
him. : Sample items are as follows: 11If ye>u wanted to be- a leader of a 
group~ what would-you do to help yourself get the position?'' 
.A., B-e frienelly with those who e0uld help you get the· positien? 
B. Shew that I can do the job and then round up my backers.· 
1twhat do you do unintentionally that sometimes makes- people thi:rak yeu 
! 
are UJh.friendl~? 11 
.A.. Met speak to a person when I am sure I know him. 
B. Being ill-at ease when carrying on a conversation with 
strangers. 
Two hJndred such items were given to engineering students-at Syracuse 
! 
Unive:tfsity. There was found to be a correlation of .36 with faculty 
I 
judgm~nt of leadership. Thiswas significant at the .01 level and 
the irtstrument had a split half reliability of .87. 
i 
1 Goldberg (1955) experimented with a self-adtilinistered self ... 
I 
attit~de scale _to measure self-concept and self-ideal, High school 
leader'.s were fol:l!ld to have a more faverable self-appraisal of leader-
ship ability than the general population, and leaders appraised them-
l 
selvesi more faverably with reference to specific skills as related-to 
leadership funetiens than did the general population. Sanford (1949) 
utilized a seventy-item interview including yes-no, open end, and pro-
jective items.· This interview was administered in a door-to-door 
interview with 963 urban subjects. His results support the position 
that p~rsonality syndromes are not an important criterion for leader-
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ship. He reported a .78 reliability for his instrument. He does not 
report any validity studies. His research indicated that the person 
who Wf:ls insecure .0r 11w0rthlessn needed support and was not willing to 
accep~ or enter.into leadership situations. He finds that a high level 
of self-confidence led to a more equalitarian leadership role. 
Izard (1958) developed a forced choice leadership scale which 
was a¢1.ministered to an ROTC Cadet group and a West Point group. He 
I 
reported a reliability of .60 to .65 and a correlation between socia-
l 
I 
metri¢ ratiags of .26 and .28, which are both significant at the .01 
I 
leveL 
To the best knowledge of this reporter, there exists only one 
publi~hed test of leadership ability. It is published by Psychometric 
I 
Affiliates, Copyright 1958, Russell Cassel (1958). This test utilizes 
a Q-sdrt methodology of statements dealing with the behavior of leaders 
in leaidership situations~ Using a forced normal distribution of items 
and sijx partial scores-·(1) personal integrity,. (2) consideration for 
i 
others!, (3) mental health, (4) technical information, (5) decisien 
i 
making
1
, (6) teaching and colDlilunication--Cassel (1958) reports reliabil-
ity t+ough the use of similar internal item.s of three pairs,. rau,ging 
I 
from .013 to . 670. Reliability coefficients of his items in pair one 
and pair two were significant at the .01 level. He reports. high face 
valid:i,ty,that ist that psychology students were able to identify the 
characteristics that were being measured through a reading of the items. 
As. a test of validity, he reports that Air Force. Colonels and other 
commissioned <;>fficers s.cored higher than did enlisted men. He reports 
factorial validity using an invert factor analysis. 
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Summary and Implications for This Study 
Evalua-tion by External Expert Raters 
One major research methodology in understanding leader behavior 
' has been to utilize an expert rater who views behavior in either real 
work br artificial task situations from an external perspective. Much 
experience in this technique was gained through the selection processes 
of the armed services of the world during World War II. Much logical 
but little actuarial evidence for the success ef this method is reported 
in nU$erous studies. Since World War II, considerable sophisticatidn 
of experimental design has been accomplished. The major change in this 
form df evaluation has been movement from gross over-all ratings of 
I 
generJl leadership abilities to a more careful delineation of the com-
r 
I 
ponen~s of leader behavior. 
Sociometric Ratings 
i 
A second avenue of approach is that .of rating members of a 
group lfrom an internal perspective. Outlined by Moreno (1934) and de-
lineatled quite carefully by Zeleny (1940) and further refined by Gardner 
I 
and Thpmpson (1956), this technique has been utilized widely in the 
I 
evalua;tion of leader behavior and attempted leader behavior. In many 
areas of both industry and the military the use of sociometric ratings 
for lekdership evaluation, promotion, and advancement have become part 
of the operation procedure. 
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Indirect Evaluation of Leadership Through an Understanding 
of Pe:tsonal Characteristics of the Leader 
Certainly the greatest number of individual studies concerned 
with 1eadership fall into the .category of delineating the personal 
characteristics of the leader. Studies in this area have improved and 
becom$ more meaningful as the testing techniques of psychology have be-
come ~re sophisticated. ·While many c0£ the studies of the 1920 1 s and 
I 
1930'~ relied upon intellectual measures, physiological measures, and 
I 
very iross approximations of personality characteristics, the studies 
,.. 
of the late 1940 1s and 1950's have been characterized by a continuing 
' 
attempt to define clearly meaningful personality characteristics and 
i 
to measure them. 
The development of instruments designed especially to measure 
leade:dship ability and potential·has been somewhat disappointing to 
I 
i 
date. 
1 
Growth in this area can nevertheless be seen in the studies of 
Goldbe!rg (1955), utilizing a self-concept iYrientation; Izard (1958), 
I 
using~ forc..ed choice leadership scale; and Cassel (1958)>·utilizing 
! 
I 
a Q-so:Ct methodology. 
Implicktions for This Study 
The research to date seems to indicate that leader behavior 
does differ from the behavior of other members of a group, and that 
I this leader behavior is identifiable and to some extent measurable. 
There is also evidence to indicate that two major factors account for 
the phenomen«i>n of leadership: one, the personal characteristics of 
the lec;~.der himself; and two, the situation in which the leadership 
----
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' takes·place. 
This study concedes that there are sp-ecific situational factors 
involted in leadership and that there may also be specific personal 
chara6teristics involved in partic11lar leadership situations. This 
does not discount the possibility that·there are also general person-
al:i.ty 1 chara~teristics that are influential in all leadership situations. 
It wo.Jrld seem that the literature reinforces the need for studies to 
find :rheanin~ful measured differences in the personal characteristics 
i 
of leaders and, if pessible, to identify these. 
CHAPTER III 
.PROCEDURES 
As stated in Chapter I~ the needs of our society put some 
urgen~y on the desirability of deyelopil!l.g more and better leaders and 
for d·ai.ning them to a higher degree of adequacy in leading our nation 
I 
in th~ years to come. The research as reported in Chapter II supports 
the pqssibility that there may be meaningful personality differences 
between leaders and nonleaders. 
Developing a meaningful leadership training program at Boston 
Unive~sity Junior College became the responsibility of this author in 
1956. Interest in a program of leadership training helped focus atten-
tion on the problem of selection. Reinforcement from the literature as 
I 
to need and possibility for better selection led to the first stages of 
developing an inventory to identify those students most able to profit 
from l~adership training. 
! The reader is reminded that the value statements implicit in the 
above paragraph are recognized and accounted for in assumptions Sa and b 
1 
I 
(p. 6);. 
Development of the Instrument 
i 
Development of the First Edition 
i A paper and pencil format was chosen to insure a relatively 
short instrument that would be adaptable to mass administration. To 
select:items which might differentiate between leaders and nonleaders 
-45-
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the f9llowing procedures were followed: 
1. Small group meetings were held with .student leaders during 
the academic year 1957-1958. Using a critical incident tech-
nique (Encyclopedia .of Educational Research, 1960), students 
were asked to discuss leadership situations in which they had 
been involved, and to describe their perceptions of factors 
involved in either the success or failure of the situation. 
2. The published research in the area of personality and leader-
ship was surveyed. The following were selected as areas that 
might suggest differences in personality characteristics be-
tween leaders and nonleaders: urgency, aggressiveness, per-
sistence, experimentation, emotional stability, flexibility, 
self-confidence, cooperation, responsibility. 
3. The author used his own experiences as director of student 
activities, BU Junior College, to develop attitudinal state-
ments that seemed to be descriptive of leader behavior with-
in the limits of assumptions Sa and b (p. 6). 
4. Existing personality inventories were surveyed for state-
ments dealing with the characteristics of leadership. 
, From student discussions, review of the research, existing per-
sonality inv~mtories, and this author 1 s perceptions, 125 statements 
were fmrmulated that seemed to have face validity in the area of leader-
ship p0tential. These items constituted the first edition of the LP 
Invent~ry (Appendix A) • 
A five-place response continuumwas designated: 
1. Least like me 
2. I seldom feel this way 
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3. I sometimes feel this way 
4. I often feel this way 
5. :Most like me 
First testing.-- In conjunction with the normal orientation 
testiqg, the first edition of the LP Inventory was administered to the 
1958 freshman and sophomore classes of BU J~ior College. The inventory 
was administered using standardized procedures in three sessions, one 
l 
for t't1re entire sophomore class, two f0r the freshmen. 
Treatment of data~--·If the instrument was to be effective, 
one woruld expect the responses of elected student leaders to show some 
degree! of similarity. 1m item response graphic count was done on the 
inventpry results of the 68 members of the BU Junior College Student 
Councill. Inspection of these data indicated a bunching of scores at 
' the twp extremes of the continuum, 1 and 2 or 4 and 5~ and few responses 
I 
were r~corded as 3. An arbitrary ratio of 
1+2 = .C:l or 4+5 
-
L.l 
3+4+5 1+2'+3 
! 
was set as a meaningful-level 
i 
for accepting or rejecting items. 
It should be noted that response 3 is never a correct response, 
: 
the rationale being that for items to differentiate well they must be 
items that leaders react to strongly, either positively or negatively. 
Using this criterion of item selection, 76 items remained. 
i: 
Development of the s.econd Edition 
i 
, It was found that many rejected items were either contradictory 
in statement or ambiguous in meaning. Many of these were rewritten for 
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clarificati~~ Other ite~ were added that seemed to describe more 
fully .the_clllntent of_ the accepted ite~. The second edition of the 
LP Inventory consisted of 76 ite~ verbatim from edition one and 24 
revis~d or rewritten He~ (Appendix B). Since the sco-ring .c0ntinuum 
for the firat testing was actually treated as a three-pl<i;ce. continuum, 
1 plus 2,_3;r and 4 plus 5, in prepq.ring the second edition the continuum 
was s9ortened to three places: 
1. I seldom feel this way. 
2. I sometimes feel this way. 
3. _I. eften feel this way. 
Second testing.~- This second edition was administered to the 
' 
1959 entering freshman clas.s of BU Junior College as par:t of the normal 
I 
orientation testing program. 
Treatment of data.-- For the 76 original i:te~ a pragmatic 
scorin~ key.wa.s.established to confonn.with the responses of the elected 
student leaders. Scoring for the new 24 ite~ was established by the 
judgme~t o-f the author to conform with the patterns established in the 
' I 
other 76 items. 
Five professional counselors were then asked to rate the items 
plus of minus to determine whether a leader would react positively or 
I 
negatitely to them. In all insta,nces the counselors' judgment concurred 
with t~e pragmatic data and the author's judgment. This edition was 
' 
then sdored i.n two different manners. First, using a st·andard continuum I -
scorin~ methodology,_ the best r-esponse. was weighted (2), the middle re-
I 
sponse weighted (1), and the poorest response weighted (0). Secondly, 
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the test. was &cored <m a. right/wrGmg. basis,. the best response_ being 
recorqed .as a.single digit right answer. The other two .responses were 
recorded as wrong. . 
Using a critical ratio technique, with either.scoring tech-
nique,.; _the scores of the electe~ ?tudent leaders were found t.o. differ 
from tlhe general student-population at_the .01 level of significance •. 
! 
The Co1llege Entrance Examination Board verbal scores for the two groups 
I 
were rulso co~ared, using.the same technique, and no significance was 
I 
found ~t the ~05 level. 
It was decided that while the usual chi-square item analysis 
comparti.ng the t0p .27 and the bottom .27 would be helpful, it. was not 
a sufficient criterion of acceptability for items. Based upon the.as-
i 
sumpti~n (Chapter I) that students elected to positions of leadership 
within! the cellege have.a high degree of leadership potentia~, the 
following limitations for the selection of. items were assignedl 
To retain an item there. must be (1) a significant difference .. 
at the i • 05 level between the top .27 of. the population_ and the bottom . 
. 27; aJd (2) no significant difference at the .05 level between the top 
.27 of, the population and the scores of the elected members of the-.BU 
Junior ! College Student Council. 
The rationale is that since the instrument is mea~uring paten-
tial a, well as current ability, . some member.s of the general population 
should \score fully as high as members of the elected student council 
group .. j While. students having low. scores shoul<f ·be different from their 
counte~par:t;sat the high end of the scale an<:! alsq different from the_ 
sq 
elect~d student council members. Chi-squares were calculated util~zing 
both ~coring techniques. The results indicate that with the exception 
I 
of fo.J.r items the. same items were significant using either scoring key. 
The r:i;ght/wrong metho<.i of scoring seemed the more rigorous., as response 
2 is ajlways listed as a wrong response. Th.is simple right/wrong method 
of scoring was selected fa>r future editions of the test. Using_this 
scoring method and the significance lev~l as described above, 36 items 
I 
remainjed. 
Development .of the Third and Fourth E-ditions 
Items showing relationships in the appropriate directions but 
not ofi significant'value were reviewed. and reworked to eliminate ambi-
guity kud confusion. New items were added to reinforce personality 
i 
areas ~bat showed significance. Ten new or reworked items were added 
to mak~ a total of 46 items. This constituted the third edition 
(Appentlix C). 
Because some of the items were feeling items and some were 
action1items, the directions for administration were altered to allow 
! 
for thi.s, ·ana the three-place continuum was altered to read: 
1. I seldom feel or act this way. 
2. I sometimes feel or act this way. 
3. I often feel or act this way. (See Appendix C.) 
1 In reviewing the items in the third edition shortly before the 
administrad.an of the t~st, it was found that eleven items were confus-
ing because of the inclusion of a descriptive adjective in the stem, 
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such ~s usually or often. (See Appendix, Third Edition, Items 4, 5, 
13, 17, 24, 25, 28, 35, 36, 38, and 42.) These items had proved to be 
I 
significant in the second edition; however, to eliminate confusion; 
they were altered and number 35 was eliminated. The forty~five re-
I 
maining items constituted the fourth edition (Appendix D). 
I 
Third testing.-- The fourth edition was administered on 
I Septeriiber 3(!), 1960 to 482 entering freshmen at ;Boston University Col-
I 
lege ~f Basic Studies (formerly Boston University Junior College) as 
part df the regular orientation battery. 
Development of a sco.ring key.-- Five professional counselors 
independently rated each of the items of the fourth edition plus or 
minus 
1
to designate whether in their judgment a leader would react 
posit:tively or negatively to the item. There was complete agreement on 
' all items by the five raters. Their judgments then constitute the 
scorinlg key. The items are scored as in the third edition, by using 
one or three as a right/wrong answer (seep. 48). 
: Es tab lishm:ent of subgroups.-- It should be noted that the es-
I • 
tablishment of the subgroups of items as well as the items themselves 
I 
comes from a survey of student leadership behavior (p. 46), and there-
' 
fore t~e items represent this behavior in personality and attitudinal 
I 
dimensions and the items do not constitute a value judgment of student 
behaviq>r. 
: The subgrouping of items, especially subgroups one and two 
dealing with adequacy of self-concept, if they represent adequate sub-
groupmgs, seem to represent the type of personality that would be more 
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condtkive to democratic behavior than to eith-er laissez-faire or 
I 
auto~atic behavior. 
Copies of the fourth E?dition of the LP Inventory were distrib-
uted to seven professional counselors with the request that they submit 
possible subgroupings of items from a study of the it.ems alone. From 
a synthesis of the judgments of the counselors, the following subgroups 
were .E(!.stablished: 
I. Attitudes toward the self as concerned with adequacy of 
the self. 
II. Attitudes toward the self as concerned with personal rela-
tionships with others. 
!III. Attitudes toward group situations. 
1 
1 IV. Attitudes. toward new and nov:el situations. 
I 
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The inventory was then redistributed to the seven counselors request-
I ing th~t they assign each item to one of the above categories. Their 
I 
judgmehts are reported in Table 1. 
1 
TABLE 1 
RATER JUDGMENTS FOR SUBGROUPING OF ITEMS 
Item 
1 
2 
.3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
I 
1 
7 
2 
7 
7 
6 
4 
7 
3 
1 
7 
1 
3 
6 
2 
6 
1 
6 
2 
7 
5 
5 
Subgroups 
II III IV 
6 
5 
7 
7 
1 
7 
1 1 1 
4 
6 
5 
3 
1 
5 
7 
7 
7 
1 
5 
1 
4 
1 1 
(concluded on next page) 
Dontt Know 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
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TABLE 1 (concluded) 
Item SubgrouEs Don rt Know I II III IV 
29 7 
30 7 
31 5 2 
32 6 1 
33 1 6 
34 1 1 5 
35 7 
36 7 
37 1 5 1 
38 7 
39 1 6 
40 3 
41 1 5 1 
42 6 1 
43 1 5 1 
44 7 
45 6 1 
iAn arbitrary level of agreement of five of the .seven counselors 
was set 1 as a meaningful level, and the following subtests were estab-
1 
I 
lished: 1 
I a. Subtes.t (I). Attitudes toward self as concerned with ade-
quacy of the self. 
Items: 
2. Deciding what the next step should be is difficult for me. 
4. I am a reliable person. 
6. I am not satisfied with anything less than the best I can do. 
11. I have confidence in my own abilities. 
14. I enjoy sticking to a job until it is finished. 
I 17. I feel that. I am too shy. 
22. I enjoy re11ponsibility. 
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24. I feel capable .of handling any situation. 
26. I am not too _sure of my own opinions. 
27. I believe that life has a great deal more happiness than 
trouble. 
28. I tend to be at a loss for words. 
29. I enjoy making decisions. 
35. I tend to feel guilty. 
b. Subtest (II). Attitudes toward self as concerned with per-
sonal relations with others. 
Items: 
1. I feel sure of myself in relationships with others. 
3. When things go wrong for me, I tend to blame others. 
5. I feel ill at ease with others. 
7. I feel that I am skillful in handling others. 
8. My friendships are limited primarily to my own sex. 
12 .. I am known as a dependable person. 
15. When planning something, I try to get as many suggestions 
from others as possible. 
20. I hesitate to introduce myself to strangers. 
21. I enjoy making as many friends as I can. 
23. I feel that people are watching me on the street. 
30. I have difficulty in starting a conversation with strangers. 
31. I like. to be around people. 
33. I feel timid in the presence of my superiors. 
37. People tend to misunderstand me. 
42. My enthusiasm helps to generate enthusiasm in others. 
45. I find it hard to make new friends. 
c. Subtest (III). Attitudes toward group .situations. 
Items: 
34. I feel self-conscious when I have to volunteer an idea 
in a discussion group. 
36. I lack interest in group activities. 
38. I enjoy being in charge of group activities. 
39. I have a wonderful time at a gay party. 
40. I would rather be in charge of a group than just be a 
member of it. 
41. I keep in the background at social functions. 
43. I think most social affairs are a waste of time. 
·.d. Subtest (IV). Attitudes toward new and novel situations. 
Items: 
9. New and .strange situations frighten me, 
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18. I enjoy taking a chance in a situation in which the out-
came is doubtful. 
19. I enjoy the .challenge of a new and strange task. 
32. I am attracted to new situations. 
45. I find it hard to make new friends. 
[t~ 10, 12~ 16, and 25 did not meet the requir.ements for in-
elusion in a subtest. They comprised a miscellaneous group and were 
I 
used only in compiling the total score. 
Treatment o£ tlae Data 
1. Item analysis--Fourth Edition~-- An item analysis procedure 
similar to the one e~loyed for the second edition was used (p. 
Using th~ chi-square technique, differences were studied between (1) 
the top .27 and the bottom .27 of 482 cases, representing the freshman 
class 1960-61, BUCBS; and (2) the top .27 of the above sample and 34 
57 
I 
cases ~epresenting freshmen elected to the BUCBS Student Council. 
\ 2. Pctint Bi-Serial Correlation.-- A point Bi-Serial Correla-
tion (duilford, 1956, p. 302) of each item. within the total score was 
i 
.calculated for 90 cases representing a random sample of the Boston 
Univers:ity Cqllege o.f Basic Studies freshman class 1960-61. 
Reliability and Validity of the Instrument 
I 
ReliabiO..ity 
I 
1 The fnllewing procedures were used to establish the reliability 
of the tP Inventory: 
1
1
1. Test-retest reliability.-- On October 16, 1960 the fourth 
edition 1 of the LP Inventory was administered using standardized testing 
proced~es to 88 cases representing a random sample of the Boston Uni-
versity:college of Basic Studies fresbm.an'class 1960-61. The subscores 
I 
and the 1total score on the LP Inventory were compared with the sub-
! . 
scores ~nd the total scor~s of the same 88 cases from the original 
testing,! September 30, 1960. 
I 
~. Split-half reliability.-- An odd-even split-half reliability 
test usihg a Pearson.Product-Moment Correlation technique corrected by 
i 
the Speajrman-Brown Prophesy formula (Guiiliford, 1956,. p. 452) was calcu-
lated on 90 cases representing a random sample of the BUCBS freshman 
I 
class 1960-61, tested as part of the regular orientation testing pro-
gram, September 30, 1960. This reliability check was done on the total 
score onty, as it was felt that the subscores contained too few items 
for inte~pretation. 
Validi~y 
i 
: The procedures foll0wed in each validity study are deseril:>ed 
in detail.. The exact null hypotheses investigated are reperted in 
Chapter' IV with the results and analysis. 
VALIDITY STUDY A 
This validity study was undertaken t0 examine the assUmption 
(Chaptet I) that elected student leaders do react differently to the 
LP Inve~tory than do other students. Secondly, the possible differ-
ences b4tween groups on the College Entrance Examination Board Scholas-
1 
tic Apt~tude Verbal Test was examined. To investigate these relation-
! 
ships, tJhe following procedures were followed: 
I 
I 
~1. Simple analyses .of variance were calculated to dis.cern pos-
' 
sible significant differences between the following groups 
·on the LP Inventory: 
a. The 1960 freshman class at BUCBS, 482 cases, and the 
members of that freshman class elected to the BUCBS 
Student Council, 39 cases. 
b. A sample o·f 1960-61 BU undergraduate students represent-
ing the.CGE, SED, SARGJ and CIT, 151 cases, and the 
undergraduate members of the BU Student-Faculty Assembly, 
3.8 cases. 
c. Freshmen elected to the BUCBS Student Council who served 
one semester, 34 cases, and the undergraduate members of 
the BU S~udent-Faculty Assembly, 38 cases. 
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2. To investigate possible differences between groups on the 
CEEB Verbal Test, simple analyses of variance were calcu-
lated between the groups described above. 
VALIDITY STUDY B 
\This validity study was undertaken to examine the effect of 
• • I tra~~g :i,n leadership skills on freshman students at BUCBS who fell 
i into twq. categories,...•Group A, those scoring 1-1/2 S.D. above the mean 
i 
on the LP Inventory; and Group B, those scoring 1-1/2 S.D. below the 
mean on :the LP Inventory. The following procedures were followed: 
~1. From BUCBS freshman class 1960-61, two groups of students 
were selected on the basis of their LP Inventory scores. 
Thirty-three cases were found to have an LP Inventory score 
of 34 or more, 1-1/2 S.D. above the mean, and 31 cases were 
found to have a score of 10 or less, 1-1/2 S.D. below the 
mean. The LP Inventory total mean score for the total BUCBS 
population was 22.12 and the standard deviation 8.01. The 
range was from 1 to 43. 
~. From these cases four subgroups were formed: Group A--15 
cases, 7 highs, 8 lows; Group B--17 cases, 9 highs, 8 lows; 
Group c--18 cases, 11 highs, 7 lows; Group D'--14 cases, 8 
highs, 6 lows. Because of scheduling and conflicting activ-
ities, it was necessary to include 8 cases in the high group 
with scores of 33, one po:i,nt lower than 1-1/2 S.D. above the 
mean. 
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3. The above groups constitute the teaching groups for leader-
ship training.· These groups were. excused from their regu-
larly scheduled Psychology lectrllres and section meetings for 
a six-week period. In lieu of these scheduled classes the 
students met with this instructor by group twice weekly at 
which time the content in Psychology served as a medium for 
teaching leadership skills (Appendix G) • 
~· For the purpose of obtaining behavior ratings of leadership, 
two trained raters observed the first and the ninth meetings 
of the groups. During these periods the groups participated 
in a leaderless Group Discussion as described in Klubeck and 
Bass (1954). The students were arranged in a complete circle 
with the raters occupying two chairs in the circle. The stu-
dents were told that they would choose by lot three topics 
for discussion from a selection of topics ~inted on 3x5 
cards (Appendix E). They then selected one of the three 
topics and discussed it for 30 minutes. During :the discus-
sion the students' behavior was rated on a seven-area rating 
scale from (O) he did not exhibit this behavior, to (4) he 
exhibited this behavior considerably. The areas are listed 
below and a copy of the rating form is in Appendix F . 
. a. Being effective in saying what he wanted to say. 
b. Offering good solutions to the problem discussed. 
;c. Showing initiative. 
I 
I 
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d. Defining the problelD. and organizing the group's thinking. 
e. MOtivating others to participate. 
f. Influencing the other participants. 
g. Leading the group. 
\This rating scale is taken from Klubeck and J3ass (1954) and its 
validatibn is more fully explained in their article. 
I 
I 
I !his procedure was followed in the first and ninth sessions of 
' 
\ the grouJ?. A list of the discussion topics for each session is included 
' I 
in Appendix 
I 
S,. The student 1 s ratings in each area: were summed and the 
totals of each instructor were sUIIiiD.ed to arrive at a single 
leadership behavior score for each participant at the be-
ginning .of training and at the end. 
6 ~ To examine growth for Groups A and 13, rates of growth, and 
their interrelationships, a two-way analysis of·variance 
1
. was calculated between pre- and post-behavior ratings for 
': Groups A and B • 
I 
I 
7. ',
1 
To inves:jtigate the relationship between LP Inventory total 
I 
1
, score, behavior ratings, and changes in ratings after train-
: ing, ~aphs were prepared of (a) LP Inventorv; total scores 
I 
:and pre-training behavior, (b) LP Inventory total scores and 
post:..t:raining behavior rating, and (c) a composite o.f both 
showing changes in rating. 
8. To control the factor of verbal intelligence, a simple anal-
ysis of variance was calculate.d for the CEEB Verbal Test be-
tween groups. 
' i 
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VALIDITY STUDY C 
:This validity study was underta.ken to ~nvestigate the relation-
I 
ship between a student's perception of ~is peers in the area of leader-
ship behf:tvior and his. LP Inventory total score. The following proce-
dures were followed: 
' t. Situational peer rating forms were distr~buted to the males 
of U.ve freshman sections at _BUCBS in December 1960. (A 
copy of the form is included in Appendix H.) Each male stu-
dent was asked to list from his section the five males who 
he felt would make the pest leaders and the five who would 
make the poorest leaders in these different situations: 
(a) a social .task~ (b) a manual task) (c) an academic task. 
, The number of cases reporting by SE?ctions were 20 1 25, 21, 
22, and 24. 
2. Within his section group each student received one (+) point 
'. for each time he was placed in the top group and one (-) 
·.point_ for each. time he was placed in the bottom group. His 
',,point~ were then algebraically summed and a constant ~qual 
to tl:i.~ l.a:rgest (-) score was added to eac:h score in the sec-
.tion. This results in a single positive score for each 
' 
:studeillt by sectionJ by task. 
3 iA p d t Moment correlation was then cal_culated be-. r- Pea~e>u ro uc ·- · 
tween the rating on each task and the total and subscores o-f 
the·LP InveJ;ltory. 
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' I 
VALIDITY' STUDY D 
', 
this study was undertaken to compare- scores on the LP Inventory 
I 
with oth~r ·instruments. The following procedures were followed: 
! 
~. A random sample of 97 cases was selected from the total · 
'I 
.freshman class at BUCBS, ~82. cases. The sub scores and total 
score in the.LP Inventory were compared with the subscores 
on the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (1959) and the 
Cattell Sixteen Personal Factors Inventory ·(1956) using a 
Pearson Product-Moment correlation matrix. 
2. ', A Pearson Product-Moment correlation was calculated between 
· the LP Inventory total and subscores and the CEEB -Verbal Test. 
Summary 
Th.JI,s chapter has dealt with the procedural details o.f (1) the 
developmen~ of the instrument from.its conception to the analysis of 
the data o:S, the fourth edition; (2) the methods used to assess the re· 
descrl.'b·ad,· (3) procedures for the liability o¢ the fourth edition were ~ 
four validitY studies are described. The next chapter deals with the 
pxesentatio:rit and analysis of the data obtained·through the procedures 
outlined he~e. 
CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA. 
~his chapter presents a detailed analysis of the data of the 
fourth edti.tion of the LP Inventory. Editions one through three consti-
tute a pilot study upon which this dissertation was based. A summary 
·, 
of the analysis of the pilot study is included in Chapter III under 
Section 1,: Development of the Instrument. 
The', major divisions of this chapter deal with (1) item analysis, 
(2) the reliability of the instrument, and (3) the validity of the in-
strument. , 
.Item Analysis 
Chi-Square :Analysis 
Two' 2x2 chi-square analyses were computed for each item of the 
fourth edition. First, a comparison of the highest scoring .27 of the 
BUCBS 1960 ~reshma.n class and the lowest scoring .27. Second, a com-
parison of tlhe highest scoring .27 of the BUCBS 1960 freshman class and 
the members iof that class elected to serve on the CBS Student Council. 
Table 2 show:s .the results of these analyses. Column (1) indicates the 
firstcomparison and column (2) the second. Chi-squares not reaching 
the .01 leve1 of confidence are underlined in column (1) and chi-squares 
reaching the ~01 level_are underlined in column (2). 
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TABLE 2 
CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS BETWEEN 
1 (1) TOP AND BOTTOM 27 :PER CENT .BUCBS 1961 FRESHMEN AND 
(2) jTO:P 27 :PER CENT BUCBS 1961 FRESHMEN AND BUCBS STUDENT COUNCIL 
Item Chi-Square (1) Chi-Square (2) 
1 106.85 1. 78 
2 38.21 2.52 
3 12.69 .97 
4 43.68 .69 
5 111.77 6.53 
6 14.44 .31 
7 52.80 7.68 
8 31.75 . 1.89 
9 67.67 14.14 
! 10 86.51 4.95 
i 11 71.33 3.34 
• 12 3"9 .30 .63 
:13 20.40 1. 78 
; 14 32.55 3.74 
1 15 2.62 .42 
' 16 3.62 2.16 
I 17 72.24 2.96 
i 18 ~ .14 
I 19 87.02 4.10 
I 
I 20 59.77 3.07 
i 21 53.19 1.58 
I 22 79.42 3.95 
23 23.48 3.25 
• 24 59.49 .93 
25 65.36 1.43 
; 26 
I 57.28 8.38 
27 23.85 .10 
i 28 72.95 1.85 
I 29 76.39 .32 
'30 77.81 9.22 
131 40.78 
:32 84,22 7.69 
33 73.48 3.58 
1 34 64.00 2.51 
35 47.89 8.99 
36 84.25 1.70 
37 25.14 1.00 
38 72.90 .03 
(concluded on next page) 
·• 
Item 
.39 
4o 41 
42 
43 
4\4 
45 
' i 
I 
TABLE 2 (concluded) 
Chi-Square (1) 
49.94 
35.76 
107.38 
16.15 
35.50 
78~44 
~8-.48 
Chi-Square (2) 
.22 
.19 
1.72 
.10 
.63 
~97 
2~38 
Tfl.e results o.f this analysis indicate that items ·15, 16, and 
I 
18 are re~ected for not meeting the .01 leyel of significance of top 
' . 
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and botto~ comparison, and items 7, 9, 26, 30, 32, and 35 are rejected 
for having a significant differencs at the .01 level between the top 
I 
.27 and tbe elected student leaders. 
An: analysis of the chi-square tables for items 7, 9, 26, 30, 
32, and 35· indicates their rejection was due to a large number of re-
sponses fatling into the middle category of the rating scale. Under 
' 
the scoring key described in Chapter III these are recorded as wrong 
scores. Fdr example, the chi-square table for item 26 is reported in 
Table 3. 
TABLE 3 
CHI-SQUARE TABLE .FOR ITEM 26 
1 2 3 R w 
26 Student Council 15 15 4 15 lg 
High ' 94 32 4 94 36 
Low 32 63 33 32 98 
I 
I 
tit 
i 
! 
can be seen by inspection that the student council group 
l 
compares, favorably with the high group in columns (1) and (3), but 
when the, second column is tabulated fo.r the right/wrong scere those 
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relationships are destroyed. This is a good example of an item about 
which the student council group did not feel strongly enough for the 
I 
it~1 s inclusion in the inventory. 
When the selection of items by this manner is related to the 
four subgroups of the test, two items are lost from subgreu:p {I) that 
has thir~een items (attitude toward self as concerned with adequaey of 
the self); three items are rejected from subgroup (II) that has sixteen 
items (attitudes teward s.elf as concenned with relatienshi:ps with 
others); ;no items are reJecte.d from subgroup (III) that has seven items 
(attitud~ towa~d group situations); three items are rejeeted from group 
(IV) that has five items (attitudes t0ward new and novel situations); 
and one item is lost from the miscellaneous category which has four 
items. 
The loss ef three items from greup IV raises a serious question 
as to its' significance as a subcategory. 
I 
' Point Bi-Serial Correlation Analysis 
Aipoint bi-serial correlation using the standard Pearson Product 
matrix wa~ calcalated for each item with every other item and with the 
I 
total scolie. The matrix is reported in Table 4. Using the correlation 
of each item with the_tcrtal score as a measure of item value, for anN 
... 
of 90, th~ significant T ratio at the .05 level is a correlation of .205. 
If this le'Vel is used in a cut off for item inclusion, items 3, 6, 13, 
15, 16, and 18 are .eliminated. 
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In Table 5, colunm (2), the f... 2 test of significance between 
theitop aad bottom .27 is ranked from the highest to the lowest. In 
col"¢unn (1) the correlations of items with the total score are ranked 
i 
I in prder of magnitude of correlation. Using the .05 level as a cut off 
poi~t for the chi-squares~ items 15, 16, and 18 are elminiated as they 
we:t;e by the point bi-serial correlation. Items 3, 6, and 13, eliminated 
: 2 
in :the correlation matrix, are also at the very low end of the X ratio 
I 
I 
rarl.k order. 
I' 
Correlation 
I 
I 
-i 
.55 I 
I 
.54 
.54 
.53 
.52 
.51 
.49 
.49 
.49 
.49 
.48 
.48 
.47 
.46 
.46 
.45 
.45 
.44 
.43 
.40 
.39 
.39 
.38 
TABLE 5 
RANK ORDER OF CORRELATIONS AND A. 2 
Item No. -k2 Item No. 
45 111.77 5 
33 107.8 41 
20 106.9 1 
1 93.5 45 
24 87.0 19 
40 86.5 10 
29 84.3 36 
38 84.2 32 
41 79.4 22 
34 78.4 44 
10 77.8 30 
9 76.4 29 
25 73.5 33 
17 73.0 28 
32 72.9 38 
7 72.2 17 
11 71.3 11 
22 66.7 9 
26 65.4 25 
44 64.0 34 
36 59.8 20 
28 59.5 24 
42 57.3 26 
(concluded on next page) 
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TABLE 5 (concluded) 
I 
¢orrelatien Item No. ?( Item No,. 
I 
i 
.38 30 53.2 21 
.36 14 52.8 7 
.36 19 49.9 39 
.35 4 49.9 35 
.34 43 43.9 4 
.32 5 40.8 31 
.32 35 3"9 .3 12 
.32 21 38.2 2 
.29 39 35.7 4 
.27 8 35.5 43 
.27 12 32.5 14 
.26 37 31.8 8 
.26 23 25.1 37 
,23 31 23.9 27 
.23 27 23.5 23 
.20 2 20.4 13 
.18 6 16.2 42 
.16 15 14.4 6 
.14 13 12.7 3 
.12 18 3.6 16 
.11 16 3.5 18 
.10 3 2.6 15 
The two rank orders locate specific items in similar relation-
ships. \ This gives some evidence that the test is measuring a single 
i 
I 
factor ~d consistency in reacting to that factor gives .one a high 
I 
l 
score fpr the total test. 
Item An~lysis Sunnnary 
!Using the three methods of item selection, chi-square analysis 
between:t:op and. bottom .27, chi-square analysis between top .27 and 
student '.council group, and point bi-serial correlation of items with 
the totall score, items 15, 16, and 18 were eliminated in the first 
71 
analysis, items 7, 9, 26, 30, 32, and 35 were eliminated in the second 
I 
analyais, and items 3, 6, 13, 15, 16, and 18 were eliminated in the 
i 
third! ana lye is • (S.ee Appendix D.) 
Reliability 
Test-:Iietest 
The correlations of a test-retest reliability analysis on 88 
cases ,representing a random sample of the BUCBS 1960 freshman class 
' I 
with atn interval of sixteen days between testing are reported below 
for tlie suhs.cores and the total scores of the LP Inventory: 
Subtest I 
Subtest II 
Sub test III 
.Subtest IV 
Total score 
Split-Sal£ Reliability 
! 
.68 
.71 
.68 
• 72 
.78 
! An odd-even split-half reliability correlation was calculated 
! 
from ai90-case random sample of BUCBS 1960 freshman class. The coeffi-
i 
cient 6£ correlation was .669 corrected by the Spearman-Brown formula 
1 
to .8of. 
Analys~s of Reliability Data 
~ Reliability of perscmality inventories is, of course, charac-
' 
terist:ilcally low. Personality is understood as a dynamic characteristic, 
is alsol influenced by day-to-day fluctuations in mood, and personality 
inventories are easily faked. Edwards (1959) reports split-half reli-
abilityi from • 60-.87 for the 15 subs cores of the Personal Preference 
72 
Scale, and a test-retest of .74-.88 for the same subscores. Cattell 
I 
(1956~ reports a split-half reliability of • 71-.93 for hi's Sixteen 
I 
Personal Factors Inventory. These two tests represent a fair sample 
I 
of available personality inventories. In fact, Buros (1959) reports 
the C~ttell test 11bids to become the standard of questionnaire per-
sonality tests of the future.n 
The reliability of the LP Inventory total score, test-retest 
.78 aljl.d split-half .80, compare favorably with the other published 
i 
perso-q.ality inventories. The subscore test-retest reliabilities are 
somewhat lower and raise questions as to their interpretation. 
I 
Validity 
Anastasi (1954) discusses two basic types of validity, face .or 
contextt validity and empirical validity. The LP Inventory has demon-
strated face validity in the complete agreement of professional coun-
selors1 in building a scoring key for leadership. Content validity in 
i 
any pirsonality inventory is difficult to ascertain. Some of the items 
in sub~ests III and IV deal specifically with skills necessary in the 
leaderlship process. However, many other items deal with feeling and 
! 
behavibr charact~ristics having little direct application to leader-
ship. i These items must draw their validity through more empirical 
studies. The studies reported are attempts at types of empirical valid-
ity, cbcmparing the behavior of students under specific circumstances 
' and LP.Inventory scores, and .comparing LP Inventory scores to other 
measur~s of leadership and personality. 
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VALirliTY STUDY A 
This.study investigates the relationship of LP Inventory; total 
and subscores and certain specified groups of students, and tests the 
ass~tion that elected student leaders score higher on the LP Inve~­
tory ~han do other students. Table 6 reports the means, standard devi-
ations, and f ratios for the three comparison groups as described in 
Chapter III. 
I 
S.ubsc~re 
' 
I ! 
II ' 
III 1 
IV 
Total • 
i 
Subsco;re 
I 
II 
III 
IVi 
Total ! 
Subs cote 
I 
II 
III 
IV 
Total 
TABLE .6 
.ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR LP INVENTORY 
BETWEEN FOUR SPEQIFIED GROUPS 
BUCBS BUCBS 
Population Student Council 
G G GJ 
M S.D. M S.D. M 
5.8 2.8 6.9 3.3 5.9 
z.. 8 3.1 8.9 2.7 7.9 
3.4 2.5 4.6 1.7 .3 .5 
2.4 2.4 2.6 1.9 2.4 
21.8 8.0 26.1 8.0 22.1 
BUS Fa BU Population Gl 
M S.D. M S.D. M 
8.3 2.4 6.3 2.7 6.7 
10.0 2.5 8.6 3,2 8.9 
5.0 1.7 3,5 2.0 3.8 
3.3 1.5 2.4 1.7 2..6 
30.2 5.9 23.7 8.2 25.0 
BUCBS BUS FA Gl 
Student Council 
M S.D. M S.D. M 
6.9 3.3 8.3 2~4 7.7 
8.9 2.7 10.0 2.5 9.5 
4.6 1.7 5,0 1.7 4.8 
2.6 1.9 3,3 1.5 3.0 
26.1 8.0 30~2 5.9 28.3 
f Ratio 
+ G2 
S.D. 
2.9 4.99 
3.1 3.66 
2.4 7.63 
2.4 .14 
8.1 8.59 
t- G2 f Ratio 
S.D. 
2.8 16.18 
3.1 6.47 
2.0 17.27 
1.7 7.75 
8.2 21.06 
+ G2 f Ratio 
S.D. 
2.9 3.83 
2.7 3.17 
1.7 .. 69 
1.7 3.0 
7.2 6.16 
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In the following comparison the null hypothesis assumes no 
:relationship between the gro1ips compared. 
1. ln. the comparison between BUCBS 1960 freshmen and BUCBS 
1960 freshmen elected to serve on the student council (Table 
6), the null hypothesis is .rejected for subtests I and III 
and the total score. The null hypotkesis is supported for 
subtests II and IV. 
2. In the comparison between BU Student-Facuity Ass·embly and 
BU undergraduates (Table 6), the null hypothesis is rejected 
in all subtests and the total score. 
3. In the comparison between the BUCBS Student Council and the 
BU Student-Faculty Assembly (Table 6) ~ the null hypothesis 
is supported in all subtests, but is rejected on the total 
score. 
4. The results of the analysis of variance investigating dif-
fe:rences between groups on the CEEB Verbal Test are reported 
in Table 7. 
TABLE 7 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, COLLEGE ENTRANCE EXAMINATION BOARD 
SCHOLASTIC APTITU:OE TEST BETWEEN SPECIFIED GROUPS 
Mean S.D. f 
BUCBS Student Council 43.97 4.32 
'BUCBS Freshmen 44.59 5.81 .33 
(CEEB score rounded to 
two significant digits) 
Student-Faculty Assembly 508.26 93.3 
\BU Un<!lergraduate 
Popmlation 487.59 76.8 1.68 
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ANALYSIS OF VALIDITY STUDY A 
The original assumption that student leaders will score high: -
on the LP rnventory is generally supported by the above data~ Looking 
at the means and standard deviations .of the total score for the four 
grou~s studied, the BUCBS freshmen have the lowest mean, the BU under-
grad1:1ates the second, the BUCBS Student Council the third, and the BU 
I 
I 
Student-Faculty .Assembly the highest~ The BUCBS freshmen and the BU 
undergraduates are not significantly different at the .05 level. The 
BU Student-Faculty Assembly is significantly higher than the BUCBS 
freshmen. The Student-Faculty Assembly also has a smaller standard 
I 
deviation than the CBS Student Council. This is to be expected if one 
exromines the two groups more carefully. The Student-Faculty Assembly 
is the high~st governing.body of students at BU. They are elected 
with'great care and are mostly upperclassmen. The CBS Student Coun-
I 
cil, 'on the other hand, is comprised of all freshmen, elected by 
freshmen, who at the time o·f election were known by their constituents 
for only about one month. One might expect more misses in terms of 
reaJ.'leadership potential from this group than from the Faculty Assembly 
i group. This is borne out in comparing the standard deviations of the 
two groups. The CBS group is less homogeneous and has a greater range 
I 
of s~ores than does the Faculty Assembly group. 
The lack of a significant difference between general population 
and ~lected groups on the College Entrance Examination Board Scholastic 
Aptitiude Verbal Test suggests that the characteristics being measured 
I 
are not related to verbal intelligence. 
I 
! 
I 
I 
I 
i 
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i 
VALIDITY STUDY B 
Validity Study B investigates the behavior of students assigned 
to specific gr<:>ups by LP Inventory scores before and after training in 
leadership skills. Those scoring at 1-1/2 S.D. above the mean will be 
ref~rred to as group (A), and those searing at 1-1/2 S.D. below the mean 
will be referred teas group (B). In hypotheses two, three, ana four, 
higlt and low behavior ratings are referred to. Behavior ratings of 14 
and 'below are assignee. as.low,.aud ratings of 15 and above are assigned 
as l:iigh. As reperted in Chapter III, the behavier ratings are the 
summed rating s.cale observations of two raters. The interrater reli-
abi1ity fol!: the pre-training and po-st-training ratings were calculatea 
! 
and found te he . 81 anc:l • 91, respeetively. The five n-q.ll hypotheses 
investigat~d by this validity study are listed below with their results: 
1. There is no significant change in the leadership behavior 
of students after seven one-hour sessions-of leadership 
trai.J.'l.ing. 
Through a two-way analysis. ef variance technique, the pre~ and 
post-leadership behavior ratings of groups (A) and (B) were examined. 
I 
The'results are reported in Table 8. 
! 
Total 
Gro:uPs 
Tr~als 
G-~ 
TABLE 8 
TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CONCERNING THE RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN PRE- AND POST-TRAINING BEHAVIOR RATINGS 
Sources of Variance DF Mean Square 
24905.29 83 
4i367.37 1 4867.37 
1491.85 1 1491.85 
11.55 1· 11.55 
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f 
13 .51** 
14.46** 
,11 
Suqjects 14407.92 40 360.91 3.49** 
Residual 412(9.60 40 103.16 
The f ratios between. groups and trials are significant at tb.e .01. 
leyel~ and therefore the null hypothesis is rejected. 
2. There is no significant difference in the growth rate of· 
students scoring 1-1/2 S.D. above and below the meaa·ea the 
LP Inventory total seore over a period of seven training 
sessions. 
Through a twe-way analysis of variance technique~ the differ-
e~ces in growth rates of the two groups were exandned, and the results 
ate reported in Table 8. This f ratio of G-T (growtl:( rate)".::is:;:.rl.~t:.S:ignifi-
c~nt at the • 05 level, and therefor.e the null hypothesis is supportea. 
3. There is n0 relationship between the LP Inventory total 
scores and expert leader behavior ratings before training. 
On Figure 1 is recorded the comparison of total pre-training 
behavior ratings and total LP Inventory scores. 
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Of the 17 students scoring in the LP Inventory group (B), 16 
or 94 per cent had low pre-training ratings, and one or 6 per cent had 
a high pre-training rating. In the cases scoring in LP Inventory 
I gr~up (A), 17 or 68 per cent had high pre-training ratings, and eight 
I 
or', 32 per cent had low ratings. Since these data do not distribute 
I 
th~mselves in a linear way, they do not lend themselves to meaningful 
co*relations. However, by inspection it is obvious that in LP Inven-
' 
' 
tot:y group (B) there is a meaningful relationship between LP Inventory 
to~al score and pre-training rating. For LP Inventory group (A) the 
relationship is not as clear, although 68 per cent of the cases fall 
intf the high behavior category. Through_ inspection and analysis of 
the graph, the null hypothesis is rejected. 
4. There is no relationship between LP Inventory total score 
and expert leader behavior ratings after seven hours of 
leadership train~ng. 
On Figure 2 is recorded the relationship of total post-training 
rati;ngs and LP Inventory total scores. 
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For LP Inventory group (B) six cases or 32 per cent had high 
behav:f-or ratings, and 11 or 68 per cent had low behavior ratings. For 
LP Intentory group (A) 19 cases .or 76 per cent had high behavior rat-
ings, land six· cases or 24 per cent had low behavior ratings. This 
graphic presentation is somewhat different from the previous one. The 
relationship at the low end of the LP Inventory scale is now less sharp 
than ~t was previously. At the high end of the LP Inventory scale 76 
I 
per c~nt have a high behavior ra:I:Ling. Again, these data do not lend 
themselves to correlation analysis because of the lack of a linear re-
latioi{ship. However, by inspectional arialyf?is·, there is a positive 
I 
relat~onship at the low end of the scale and a more meaningful relation-
ship at the high end of the LP Inventory scale. Therefore the null 
! 
hypothesis is rejected. 
5. There is no relationship between relative position on a 
graphic representation of pre- and post-training ratings 
and LP Inventory total score. 
On Figure 3 is shown a composite of Figures 1 and 2, indicat-
i ing noft only relative position before and after training, but also the 
change
1 
in position of each of the 32 cases. 
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For those in LP Inventory group (B) and those in LP Inventory 
gr~up (A); two different pictures are recorded. 0 f those in LP Inven-
1 
td:y group (B) who received low pre-training ratings, four of 17 showed 
I 
i 
a growth pattern from low pre-training rating to a high post-training 
rating. The remainder stayed within the low rating group. In L[l Inven-
tor~ group (A)~ no student went from .a high behavior rating to a low 
behavior rating, and two cases went from low to· high ratings. Again, 
these data do not lend themselves to correlational analysis; however, 
thr9ugh observation certain patterns do seem to be evident. For the 
LP Inventory group (B), the majority of the cases remained low in be-
havior rating even after training. ~or LP Inventory group (A), all of 
the;cases with high ratings remained high and two cases with low rat-
ingd showed growth into the high category. Therefore the null hypothesis 
is ~ejected. 
i 
! 
I 
6. The results of the simple analysis of variance between 
groups for the College Entrance Examination Board Scholastic 
Aptitude Verbal Test are reported in Table 9. 
TABLE 9 
! ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, COLLEGE ENTRANCE EXAMINATION BOARD 
SGHOLASTIC APTITUDE VERBAL TEST BETWEEN VALIDITY. STUDY B GROUPS 
Group N Mean S.D. f 
A ' 9 438 .. 00 35.48 
B 9 457.11 46.23 
c 7 436.71 72.91 
D 13 431.38 46.21 .44 
The f ratio between groups is not significant at the .OS level. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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ANALYSIS OF .VALIDITY STUIDY B 
The findi:ags ofhypothesis one indicate that there is a sig~ 
nifidant change in leader behavior after seven hours of training. This 
was $hewn te. be true for both the groups sc<:~ring high and low on the. 
LP Iti.v:ent0ry. The results of hypothesis two indicate that both groups 
grew 1 at approximately the same rate. This would tend to sup:Port the 
' ass~tio:a that one's leadership potential is dependent on other fac-
tors/ than techniques al<:~ne. If the knowledge and utilization of leader-
ship, skills were the basic criteria of leadership ability,· one might 
have: expected the group s.c<Dring low initially t<:~ have made the greater 
ga~s. Hypothesis three supports the thesis that the LP Invent<Dry 
total score has a positive relationship to actual leader behavior. 
Hypdthesis fe.ur supports .the assumption that not only does the LP IJa .. 
ventory have a relationship to behavior but it has a relationship to 
' 
potential behavior. This is supported even JIJOre by an examination -of 
the: graph presented in support of hypothesis five, where the LP Inve:a-
torr total score predicted behavior after training for LP Inventory 
I 
gro)J.p (A) better than did the initial behavior rating. This was not 
' I 
I 
tru;e for LP Inventory group (B). This raises the question as to why 
stJdents do score low on attitude inventories and, perhaps, gives some 
inclication that inventories of this type are ino-re valid at the high end 
of ;the scale than at the low end. That is, students who score high on 
th~ LP Inventory do seem to hav_e high leadership potential, but students 
who scar~? low may or may not have such potential. 
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The lack of a significant difference between groups on the 
CoXlege Entrance Examination Board Scholastic Aptitude Verbal Test 
would indicate that the verbal intelligence potential o£ the groups 
wa~ similar (Table 9). 
VAI.IDITY STUDY C 
This study investigates the.null hypothesis that there is no 
rellationship between LP Inventory total score and peer ratings of 
leaaership behavior for five sections of male freshma.J::i. students at 
BUCBS in three different task areas: (A) a so.cial group task, (B) a 
man:ual group task, and (C) an academic group task. In each case a 
student 1 s peer ratings were compared with his LP total and sub scores. 
i 
Those correlations are reported in Table 10. 
------- TABLE 10 
CORRELATION OF LP INVENTORY AND PEER RATINGS FOR~ THREE TASKS .. ~ . · ~ · · 
LPT 
Subscore I 
Subscore II 
Subscore III 
.Subscore IV 
Number in 
section 
1 2 3 4 5 
.52 -.09 -.07 -.07 .03 
.37 .11 .13 -.02 .02 
.47 -.04 -.14 .08 -.04 
.29 -.08 -.04 .19 .18 
.23 -.58 -.19 -.57 .25 
20 25 21 12 24 
B 
1 2 3 4 5 
.55 -.13 -.02 .08 -.01 
.50 .02 -.09 .10 .06 
.40 -.03 -.16 .04 -.05 
.20 -.12 .03 .34 .06 
.33 -.55 -.17 -.41 .06 
Correlations significant at the • 05 level are underlined •. 
c 
1 2 3 
.32 -.17 .02 
.31 .04 .23 
,38 -.09 -.13 
.18 -.11 .04 
.17 -.67 -.22 
4 
.09 
.22 
.06 
.24 
-.50 
5 
.33 
.34 
.19 
.50 
.07 
---------
00 
0\ 
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' 
.ANA.Il.YSIS OF VALIDITY STUDY. C 
I -
\ 
I 
II 
There are no patterns of significance readily discernible in 
Tab!~ 10. For section (1) total score and subtests (I) and (II) show 
signtficance, but these are not evident in the other four sections. 
For qne section subtest (IV) correlates significantly negatively for 
the . ~hree tasks, but this is not true for the other sections. In most 
insta.ftces there is a compl.ete lack of relationship. Because of the 
I 
: 
lack ¢f any pattern o~ significance, the null hypothesis is supported. 
V.ALIDJITY STUDY D 
This study investigates (1) the null hypothesis that there is 
no relationship at the . 05 level between the LP Inventory total and 
i . 
subscotes and the fifteen subscores of the Edwards Personal Preference 
\ 
Schedulle (1959) and the subscores of the Cattell Sixteen Personal Fac-
tors In:'ventory (1956), and (2) the hypothesis that there is no relation-
\ . 
ship between the LP Inventory and the College Entrance Examination Board 
I 
Scholaslic .Aptitude Verbal Test . .A Pearson Product-Moment correlation 
: 
I 
was calc\ulated between the total and subscores of the LP Inventory and 
·, 
all of t\he subscores of the Cattell and Edwards inventories. The re-
I 
I 
sults of1, those correlations are found in Table 11. 
TABLE 11 
COMPARISON OF LP INVENTeRY TOTAL .AND SUBSCORES 
WITH SUBS CORES- OF THE . SIXTEEN . PERSONAL FACTORS INVENTORY 
.AND- THE PERSONAL PREFERENCE SGHEDULE 
Sixteen', Personal Factors Inventory 
1. Alopf., stiff -- warm, sociable 
2. Dul~ -- i~telligent 
3. Emo~ionally immature -- emotionally 
stal;>le 
4. Sub~ssive -- dominant 
5. Gl~, sober -- enthusiastic, 
hap~y-go-1ucky 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13 .. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
Lacks conscience -- conscientious 
Shy~ ti~d. -- thick-skinned. 
Tou~h, realistic -- sensitive 
Truating-, accepting --. jealous 
Pra~tical, conforming -- nonconforming 
Naivte -- .sophisticated 
Confident, secure -- worrying, guilt 
Cons~:rva.tive -- liberal, radical 
Has ~roup dependence -- self-sufficient 
Lax,~ uncontrolled-- has will power, I . . 
control 
C0mpbsed_, phlegmatic -- tense, 
excitable 
Personaltrreference Schedule 
1. Achievement 
2. Dete~ence 
3. Ordelj, neatness 
4. Exhibition 
5 . .Auto~0my 
6. .Affiliation 
7. Introispection 
8. Succofance 
9. Domi.E.Fce 
10. Abaserent 
11. Nurtufance 
12. Chang~ 
13. Endurknce 
14 I 1 • • Heter<;>-sexua...,;t.ty 
15 . .Aggression 
I 
I 
I 
.00 
.06 
.23 
.31 
.12 
.30 
.49 
-.10 
-.26 
-.16 
-.09 
-.56 
.01 
-.24 
.23 
-.38 
-.02 
-.03 
.15 
.02 
-.06 
-.18 
.04 
-.22 
.32 
-.13 
-.20 
. 07 
.29 
.01 
-.14 
Corr~lation significant at the .05 level, .20. 
LP Inventory 
II III 
.23 
-.03 
.29 
.32 
.25 
.14 
.55 
-.10 
-.28 
-.21 
-.07 
-.49 
.01 
-.25 
.18 
-.44 
-.21 
.06 
.13 
-.14 
.13 
-.08 
-.20 
.29 
-.18 
-.04 
.12 
.18 
.09 
-.19 
.21 
1.'04 
.20 
,38 
.40 
.15 
.59 
-.02 
-.16 
-.11 
-.03 
-.30 
-.02 
-.37 
.06 
-.25 
-.10 
-.11 
-.03 
.21 
-.14 
• 03 
-.20 
-.09 
.42 
-.11 
-.07 
-.04 
-.00 
.21 
-.03 
IV 
-.22 
.21 
.15 
.35 
.20 
-.00 
.23 
-. 03 
-.02 
-.15 
.02 
-.25 . 
• 09 
.05 
-.14 
-.19 
.03 
-.18 
-.09 
· -. o5-
.16 
-.23 
.oo 
-.20 
.. 19 
-.08 
-.11 
.33 
-.03 
.06 
.08 
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T 
.10 
.06 
.30 
~41 
.28 
.23 
.62 
-.08 
-.26 
-.22 
-.10 
-.57 
.00 
-.28 
.14 
-.44. 
-.11 
-.06 
.04 
.08 
-.09 
-.06 
-.05 
-.25 
.37 
-.16 
-.12 
.16 
.19 
.10 
-.12 
89 
A correlation of .195 is equivalent to a t ratio at the .05 
I 
lev~l of significance. Both the Cattell and E:dwards variables are 
I 
thol\lght of as a continuum; for exaniple, Cattell subscore (I) is a con-
tin'llum from aloof, stiff to warm, sociable. A positive correJation, 
the1f, is a relationship with the right pole of the continuum, while a 
neg4tive correlation is a relationship with the left pole. 
A Pearson Product-Moment correlation was calculated between 
the :cEEB Verbal Test and the LP Inventory total o.f subscores for the 
i 
I 
BUCBp 1960 freshman class. The results appear below: 
i 
:Subscore I . 06 
+I .01 
III . 02 
IV .05 
Total .01 
I ,. 
The null hypothesis is therefore supported. 
ANALYSIS OF VALIDITY STUDY D 
A composite personality description of the potential leader, 
as d~fined by the Cattell and Edwards variables to the total LP Inven-
t 
,I 
tory iscore, would be as follows: The leader is a person who is enw-
! 
I 
tionailly stable, dominant, enthusiastic, conscientious, thick~skinned, 
! 
I 
trustttng, practical and conforming, confident and secure, composed; 
I 
I 
has a 1 high level of group dependence, and h<;~.s a low level of succorance. 
I 
In most instances the subscores _on the LP Inventory are .measur-
ing essentially the same constellation of factors as is the total score. 
I 
The e~ceptians are as follows: LP sub score .. I shows a significant re-
latio~ship which is not reflected in the total score with the.Cattell 
i 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 
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cat~gory 15 (has will power control), and with the Edwards categories 
I 
I 
11 and 13 (low level nurturance and high endurance). Subscpre XI has I . 
I 
a p~sitive relationship with Cattell (1), warm, sociable. Subscore III 
I • 
has 'Ia positive relationship with Edwards (4) and (14), exhibition and 
het~ros.exuality, and a negative relationship with Edwards (7), intro-
I 
spec1,tion. Subscore IV has a positive relationship with Cattell (1) and 
. ' 
(2) ~d Edwards (12), warm, sociable, intelligent, and change; and a 
negative relationship with Edwards (6), affiliation. 
I 
i 
The lack of a relationship between the LP Inventory and the 
College Entrance Examination Board Scholastic Aptitude Verbal Test con-
I 
firJ the reports of"the pr~vious validity studies that there is no 
I 
I 
sign~ficant relationship between verbal intelligence, as measured by 
I 
I 
I, this :~nstrument, and the LP Inventory. 
CHAPTER Y 
SUMMARY, LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY~ 
.AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
Summary 
Restatement o.f the Problem 
Thj.s study was undertaken to attempt to construct and validate 
an ir]tstrument that measures leadership potential in c9llege nonacademic 
group situations. 
I 
Purpo:se 
The need for more and better college trained leaders has been 
i 
state~ and restated in publication after publication. The problem o£ 
training these leaders has been a concern of colleges for many years. 
The ptoblem of selection for leadership training has, however, been 
I 
I 
somew~at neglected. It was hoped that this study would help to create 
I 
a scr~ening instrument for leadership training experiences. 
i 
I 
Study !Population 
Undergraduate students at Boston University formed the major 
study population. Data were collected from four different groups of 
students: (1) the 1960-61 freshman class at BUCBS, (2) the members of 
that class elected by their peers to serve on the BUCBS Student Council, 
-91-
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(3) ! a sample of undergraduate students representing other schools of 
BU, and (4) the undergraduate members of the BU Student-Faculty Assembly. 
Review of the Related Research 
A study of the exis.ting research revealed that leadership be-
l 
hav:i)or could be observed and measured by expert raters, peer evaluations, 
! 
and \external criteria. The existence of personality orientated leader-
I 
ship! potential is less well accepted and has been somewhat overshadowed 
! 
duri~g the last decade by situationally orientated leadership studies. 
I 
With~ the last few years, however, new attention has been focused on 
I 
lead~rship personality characteristics as they interact with the leader-
ship situation. 
The relative importance of personal characteristics and the 
i 
char;il.cteristics of the situation is a~uestion that has certainly not 
been:resolved at this time. It was hoped that in this study, by con-
troliing the situation, the personal characteristics of leaders might 
be mdre fully understood and quantified. 
I 
I 
Development of the Instrument 
I 
I 
I 
I 
The present LP Inventory (fourth edition) is the product of 
thre~ years of study of leader behavior, the study of other personal-
ity if.struments, and the revision hy analytical procedures of three 
other' editi&ns. For this study,. the fourth edition has been subjected 
to it~ analysis, reliability studies, and validity studies. These are 
I 
I 
s-mmna~ized below. 
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Ite-kAnalysis 
! An examination of.items by chi-square technique and point bi-
I 
serial correlation indicates that the majority of items of the LP Inven-
tor~ do discriminate between elected leaders and general student popu-
lations. In the point bi-serial correlations no items were found to 
cor~elate negatively with the total score, and all but six items were 
I 
sigrl..ificantly related to the total score at the .05 level. In the chi-
squSrre analysis between the top and bottom of the CBS distribution, 
thre:!e items were eliminated, the same three items that were eliminated 
I 
thr~ugh the point bi-serial calculations. In the chi-square analysis 
1 • betvteen the top .27 of the CBS. population and the CBS Student Council, 
five items were eliminated. In all, eleven of the forty-five items 
I 
were found to be questionable through item analysis. 
Reliability 
I . 
The reliability of the LP Inventory total score compares 
i ' 
favokably with other personaiity instruments ( .68- .80). "I:he reliabil-
' 
itie6 of the subscores, especially III and IV, suffer through the in-
1 
clus~on of too few items. Subtest IV, although it shows a test-retest 
reliability of .72, lost three of its five items through the item se-
lecti.on precess as explained above. If the subtests are to be useful, 
more items need to be added. 
Validity ! . . 
Validity.Study. A.-- This study indicates that the LP Inventory 
totai score does discriminate between elected leaders and non;Leaders in 
I 
i 
94 
I 
colleg.e nonacademic situations. Examination of the means and standard 
I 
dev~ations of the four groups under .. study--BUCBS freshmen., BUCBS. St:u-
1 
dent Council, BU Student-Faculty Assembly~ and BU undergraduates--indi-
cat~s the differences. in LP Inventory means.and standard deviations 
i 
thar might be expected. The BU underg;t;aduates are statistically the 
sam~ as the C13S freshmen. .The CBS Student Council has a higher .mean 
andia smaller standard.deviation than does.either of the general pop.:. 
ulation samples. The Student-Faculty Assembly has the highest me~ and 
is the most homogeneous group. Since the Student-Faculty Assembly is 
the 1 high~st student governing body of the Univ~rsity and is chosen.w:i.th 
the 1g:reatest. selectivity, it might be expected that this group .would 
have the highest leadership ability and potential. 
Validity Study B.-- To investigate the relationship between 
I 
LP ~nventar,Y total score and actual leader behavior, and to investigate 
chadges in leader behavior with training, two groups of students,. one 
I • scor~ng high and one low on the LP Inventory, were given seven one-hour 
! 
ses~ions of leadership training. The study showed: l. Students with 
bot~ high and low LP Inv~ntory scores do show growth with training in 
leadership ~kills. 2. Bo·th groups grew at approximately the same rate. 
I . 
3. ~here was a relationship between LP Inventory total score and pre-
and ~est-behavior ratings.· Within the limitation· of the small popula-
1 
tion studied, high LP Inventory total scores predicted post-behavior 
I • . 
ratings better than did pre-behavior ratings. This would seem to 
• 
1 1 h d . h f h stllD.'u ate t e nee for further study to invest~gate t e use o t e g 
Inventory as a measure of potential behavior. 
! 
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I 
Validity Study C.-- This study was undertaken to examine the 
relationship between LP Inventory total score and peer p.erception, of 
leJdership. It proved to be the least encouraging. Contrary t9 other 
stu!dies where peer rating has been fruitful in predicting leader sue-
ces!s, no l:'elationsh:i,p was found between peer rating and LP Invent0ry 
i 
scdres. One is led to a~sume. that fitudents are using some other cri-
te~ia of qhoice than th9-t which is being. measured in the LP In:Vento.ry. 
Th:i;s is an area that certainly needs more investigation to determine 
wh'tt criteria st.udent groups use whe~ choosing their leaders, and how 
weil these students make their choices using their own criteria of 
I 
seiection. 
Validity Study D.-- This study investigated the relationship 
of the LP Inventory to other personality and verbal ability measures. 
i 
Significant relationships between the LP Inventory and other personal-
! ity measures were found. In no instance was there reported a si~ifi-
ca~t relationship between LP ~ventory scores and trait areas that 
w<:>t!lld not have been suggested by othel:' research studies. 
The lack (}f relationship between the LP Inventory total and 
su~scores and the College Entrance Examination Board Scholastic Apti-
tune Verbal Test gives credence to the hypothesis that something other 
thfn ver0al ability is being measured by the LP Inventory and that 
I 
leadersh~p in college nonacademic group situations does not seem to be 
I ; 
I I 
highly r~lated to verbal intelligence. With regard to better under-
st~ding the type of individual who is being elected to leadership roles 
in college, this validity study is illuminating. 
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i 
ImpU.ications 
Within the population stud~.ed and within the situations studied, 
j 
thE!j LP Inve:ntory (an attitude, per$qnality inventory) has been shown to 
i 
di:fiferentiate between leaders, as identified by elect~on and behavior, 
fr9m other members of a population. These results would seem to have 
I 
th~ following implications: 
1. If group leadership. training is to be offered to some se-
lected segment of a given population, this selection should 
be made, at least in part, on the basis of attitude.and per-
sonality characteristics. 
2. If group leadership training is to be offered to all members 
of a population, the training must be such that it has some 
e~fect upon the attitudinal and emotional structures of the 
individuals as well as upon the more intellectual f~ctors of 
leadership. 
3. In any particular situation, all persons do not have equal 
potential for being effective . group leaders. In other words, 
as it is now accepted in intellectual areas, it must be ac-
cepted in emotional areas that all men are not equal. The 
person who does not have some of the qualities of emotional 
stability, dominance, enthusiasm,, conscientiousness,. 11 thick 
skin, tt acceptance·, and confidence. does not have the potential 
to lead in a group that a person has who has a high measure 
of these qualities. 
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4. If it is accepted that more and better leaders should be 
developed, persons involved in education should give Ill0re 
attention. to molding emotienal patterns or to changing 
existing emotional patterns among their students. 
5. There would seem to be a positive relationship betwe.en the 
concept of the adequate self as described by Rogers (1959) 
and the ability to lead in a group situation. That is, the 
person whe has a realistic, accepting concept of himself is 
more willing to expose that self"'cencept to the members ef 
a group. He is more flexible, more able to react to the 
nee.ds of the group-without too much concern over the pes-
sible threat to his own self. 
Limitations of the Study 
One major limitation of the study is the restriction of situa-
~ions :tm.der which leadership has been studied. Leadership has been 
iexa.m.irte.d only in student government groups, s:rila.ll groups forttJ.ed fo-r 
:training in leadership skills, and in college sections through the use 
of peer evaluations. Leadership has not been examined in the. more aca-
·demica1ly oriented groups within a college setting, the section meeting, 
'the s-eminar group; nor has it been investigated in other groups such as 
dormitories, club groups, and fraternities: Of course, outside of the 
college setting the relationship of the LP Inventory to leadership be-
, havior is unknown. 
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A second limitation has been the size of the samples in some. of 
the validity studies. Especially in the training study (Validity Study 
B), t:he group for which total data were available was really to0 small 
to allow for any but the most tentative conclusions. 
A third limitation·is the all-important question as to wb:etb.e-r 
college leadership has any relationship to leadership in other fields 
of endeavor--business, military, .social, etc. Until this relationship 
is investigated, the use of the LP Inventory as a screening instrument 
outside of college is certainly open to question~ 
A final limitation dif the study is that it does not intend to 
be a :single dimension upon which leadership selection should be based. 
It does not attempt to label the quality of behavior examined except 
for its effectiv.eness within an undergraduate college setting. The re-
sult.$ of the study have not attempted to place a value judgment upon 
the ~tudent leadership at Boston University: The study deals with the 
real~ties of student attitudes as they are manifest at one college in-
stitution. The instrument must therefore be used with caution as a 
prel'iminary screening device which must be followe.d with trainiE.g which 
woul1d include a study o£ the prin~iples o:t: d$nocratic behavior. 
Ji 
~ Recommendations for Further Research 
. ·Jt C~rtainly the instrument iS now i"e~,t,;ricted in its population 
eff~ctivezp.~s. Other validity stud:i:e$ with other populations are nee-
-~~.· '\'\·.', ·, 
· ... · .. ' ·~>\ 
' ··Jt.;.i: t\'. 
items, while p~~~peresting, has only 
.. /'\ \ 
essary. I 
The subgr.ouping of 
'l 
1-'·c~;\;:..,:,'i.:;'J~; .. 
--, 'r· 
been real meaning in the few relationships it has with the 
i 
Cattell! (1956) and Edwards (1959) Personality Inventories. A factor 
I 
analysis ·o.f the instrtliilent would be helpful to delineate: the number 
! ' 
of fact<;>rs really involved. This also would help to better isolate· 
the per~onality variables accounting for the discriminating ability 
of tbe test. 
i 
' [As stiggested·in a previous section of this chapter, the peer 
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evaluatien validity study needs duplication and further investigation 
to betttr aseertain the characteristics upon which peers are making 
judg:nieni:s, and the relati<mships between these perceived qualities in 
students and actual behavior. · 
• I . , 
:Further research should be designed to describe the degree of 
democra~ic .. authoritarian behavior that is exhibited by the student 
le:adersl at BU, and to inv.estigate empirically the rela.tion between the 
I 
LP Invehtory and the values of delllOcratic behavior. 
i Hopafully, this study will serve as an impe.tus to others to 
further! investigate the per$onality characteristics whieh, along with 
situatipnal requirements, affect leader behavior. 
I 
I 
i 
·I 
! 
APPENDIX A 
1st EPITION LP INVENTORY 
ON 
JN THIS! BOO~LET ARE A NUMBER OF STATEMENTS DESCRIBING THE PERSONAL 
.PEELINGS OF··~PEOPLE. SoME OF THEM WILL SEEM VERY MUCH LIKE YOU AND 
S~ME OF THEM WILL BE VERY MUCH UNLIKE YOU. You ARE TO RANK EACH 
STATEMEIN T 
I 
As: 
1 • 
2. 
LEAST LIKE ME. 
I SELDOM PEEL T~fS WAY. I I 
~: 
5. 
I SOMETIMES FEEL THIS WAY. 
! OFTEN FEEL THIS WAY. 
MosT LIKE ME. 
You WILL DO THIS BY BLACKENING IN THE SPACE ON THE SEPARATE ANSWER 
SHEET THAT CORRESPONDS TO YOUR PEELINGS. ON THE ANSWER SHEET, THEY 
ARE MAR,KED 1 1 2, 3, 4, 5• 1 IS LEAST LIKE ME, 5 IS MOST LfKE :ME. 
RESPON~ WITH YOUR OWN FEELINGS, NOT HOW YOU THINK OTHERS WOULD WANT 
YOU TO iRESPOND. ALL OF YOUR RESPONSES WILL BE HELD IN THE STRICTEST 
CONFIDE:NcE, PLEASE DO NOT SPEND TOO MUCH TIME ON ANY ONE STATEMENT. 
PLEASE RESPOND TO ALL OF THE STATE:MENTS. FoR EXAMPLE: 
i 
I USUALLY KEEP IN THE BACKGROUND AT SOCIAL FUNCTIONS, 
IF YOU SOMETIMES FEEL THIS WAY, YOU WOULD MARK 3 ON THE ANSWER SHEET, 
! 
t1 i rl 1l 
IF YOU ~AVE ANY QUESTIONS, RAISE YOUR HAND AND ASK A PROCTOR. 
1 
1 I 
You 
CAN HAV,E AS MUCH TIME AS YOU NEED TO FINISH. 
1a GEY MUCH SATISF"ACTJON OUT 
OF DOING A DIFFICULT JOB 
WEL.Li; 
16, I AM OF.TEN FOUND TO TAKE AN 
INSJGNIF!CANT ROLE tN GROUP 
ACTIVITIES, 
2. WHEN SERVING ON A COM 1!TTEE, 17• I AM OFTEN IN DfFFJCULTlES 
__ .-._~ c::=-=- ~0 t~~~~ ~~~ ~ ~l-:r;o _g~ __ A _P -:~~ ·~:~ ;;: -~*" e ~~ L;~.::~o T~ y .£ A!:il.T·~= _ 
6. 
7-
I Llt'E ToisuPERV!SE 
RECT THE kcTIONS OF 
WHEN
1 
VER I CAN. 
I 
AND OJ-
OTHERS 
TEND TO WORRY TOO LONG 
OVER: HUMILIATING EXPERIEN-
CES, i 
I Ll~E TO ACCEPT LEADERSHIP 
FROM!THOSE THAT I ADMIRE, 
I 
. ~ • I 'T)E~s SEE_M~Aa_A LlYELY 
fl'fl) I r· I OUAL. 
f MA, E MANY CLOSE FRIEND-
SHIP$. 
8. I OrtEN NEED TO CONQUER MY 
BASHFULNESS. 
i 
9• I OFtEN FEEL GUILTY. 
J AM OFTEN NOT TOO SURE OF 
MY OIJI,IN OPh~lONS, 
I WO~LD NOT ACCEPT MANY JOBS BECA~SE Tf-JEY ARE BENEATH ME. 
f LI~E TO TACKLE NEW AND 
DIFFtCOLT SITUATIONS. 
i 
I US~ALLY jPREFER NOT TO AR-
GUE liHE Pd!NT. 
: I 
I LlKE TO BE REGARDED BY 
OTHE,S AS A TEACHER. 
I AM UNABLE TO KEEP A FIXED 
SOHEOULE, 
I 
1 8 ~ F E: E L S 0 R R Y F 0 R A L L T H E .,.,,; 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
OTHER PEOPLE ON THE EARTH. 
HAVE MANY CLOSE FRIENDS, 
LACK INTEREST IN GROUP Ac-
TIVITIES. 
I EXPRESS MYSELF" IN SPEECH 
BETTER THAN J DO IN WRITING. 
I WANT PEOPLE· TO NOTICE ME 
IN PUBLIC, 
OrTEN, l AM AT A LOSS FOR 
WORDS, 
PEOPLE OFTEN CRITICIZE ME UN-
FAIRLY. 
25. DISLIKE BEING KIDDED ABOUT 
LITTLE ODDITIES. 
26. 
27. 
30. 
OFTEN FEEL LEFT OUT IN 
GROUP ACTIVITIES, 
I HESITATE TO SEEK ASSISTANCE 
FROM OTHERS. 
I BELIEVE THAT LIFE HAS A 
GREAT DEAL MORE HAPA{NESS 
THAN l T HAS TROUBLE. ''-, 
I OFTEN FEEL THAT OTHERS OIS-
I..,IKE ME. 
FREQUENTLY SHOW MYSELF UP 
DISADVANTAGEOUSLY. 
32. 
33. 
35· 
36. 
I 1L I K E !T 0 T E L L 0 T H E R P E 0 P L E 
HOr TO ~0 THEIR JOBS. 
I ENJOY FOLLOWING DIREC-
Tl~NS TO THE LETTER. 
I TAKE RESPONSIBILITY SE-
RIOUSLY, 
I 
I ~EEL THAT I AM S~ILLFUL 
INI HANDLING OTHERS~ 
I USUALLY KEEP IN THE BACK-
GRpUND AT SOCIAL FUNCTIONS. 
37. 0T8ERS OFTEN TELL ME THEIR 
PRbBLEMS. 
38. SELDOM GIVE VP EASILY ON 
A JoB THAT I START. 
39. PEOPLE SELDOM NOTICE OR 
PRAISE ME. 
59. 
6o. 
I FEEL SELF-CONSCIOUS WHEN 
I HAVE TO VOLUNTEER AN IDEA 
IN A DISCUSSION GROUP. 
ENJOY MAKING DECISIONS. 
ENJOY TAKii~G A CHANCE IN 
A SITUATION IN WHICH THE 
OUTCOME [S DOUBTFUL. 
61. I AM USUALLY A RELIABLE PER-
SON. 
62. WHEN THINGS GO WRONG FOR ME, 
J TEND TO BLAME OTHERS. 
63, LIKE TO TALK ABOUT MY 
ACHIEVEMENTS. 
64. ENJOY SPEAKING IN PUBLIC. 
65. AM IMPATIENT WITH SLOW 
PEOPLE. 
66 . I 0 F T EN FEEL THAT I AM T 0 0 
40 • I 6: N J 0 Y BE I N G I N CHARGE 0 F SHY • 
GROUP ACTIVITIES. 
42. 
I OFTEN HESITATE ABOUT 
MAKlNG DECISIONS. 
I GIKE TO BE LOYAL TO MY 
FR I!ENDS. 
43 • I FEEL T I M I D I N THE p R t:.: .s-
;E +E. of1· MY· s·u ~E Rt O=R'--""s_._· _ ___,,.---___,.~-
~-~ 414 .• J~~~~~~T~i~ D~ E~~~ ~~S BETTER 
I 45, PEOPLE FREQUENTLY MISUNDER-
STA!ND ME, 
46. I DISLIKE OTHERS WATCHING 
ME WHILE 1 1M WORKING. 
47. I H SITATE TO INTRODUCE 
MYS LF TO STRANGERS. 
48 • I L I K E T 0 P A R T I 0 1 P A T E I N 
NEW FADS OR FASHIONS. 
49. I OfTEN THINK OF THE RIGHT 
REPlY AFTER IT IS TOO LATE. 
50. MY FRIENDSHIPS ARE LIMITED 
PRIMARILIY TO MY OWN SEX. 
I 
51. I DON 1T MAKE FRIENDS EASILY, 
=-cc=?~-r oFTEN FEEL THAT PEOPLE 
AREIWATCHING ME ON THE 
STREEI, . 
I ! 
53. 
55. 
1 U~UALL~ HAVE CONFIDENCE 
IN ~YSEL,. 
f A~ A H1PPY GO LUCKY PER-
SON. ! 
i 
I USUALL~ FEEL CAPABLE OF 
HANQLING ANY SITUATION. 
i 
I A~ USUALLY READY TO DE-
OlD~ WHAT THE NEXT STEP 
SHOULD BE., 
67. I AM CONSIDERED CRITICAL 'OF" 
OTHERS. 
68, I AM FREQUENTLY SELP-OON-
SCIOUS ABOUT MY APPEARANCE. 
69. SOMETHING IS ALWAYS KEEPING 
ME FROM ACHIEVING MY GOAL. 
- 1@.---1- -=pE1'J=D--"T 0--s-E" Q o-I- C R-- KN u- -ot: R -
TAIN IN MY ACTIONS) 
71. ] FIND IT HARD TO STAin A 
CONVERSATION WITH ST~ANGERS. 
72. 
73· 
?h. 
75~ 
76. 
77· 
?8. 
79· 
So. 
81 • 
I FINO MYSELF LOOKING POR 
PEOPLE 1 S REAL REASON POR BE-
lNG NICE, 
I AM PLEASED TO BE IN THE 
LIMELIGHT~ 
I LIKE TO BE CALLED UPON TO 
SETTLE ARGUMENTS AND DISCUS-
S.lONS BETWEEN OTHERS. 
I PEEL LIKE TELLING PEOPL\ 
OFF WHEN I DISAGREE ~ITH -
THEM. 
I WOULD LIKE TO BE RECOGM \ 
NIZED AS AN AUTHORITY IN 
1 SOME FIELD, . 
---:=-~- --- ------~,--- ----
I HAVE A WONDERFUL TIME AT A\ 
GAY PARTY. \ 
I USUALLY LET OTHERS HAVE 
THEIR OWN WAY 1 EVEN AT MY 
EXPENSE. 
My ENTHUSIASM OFIEN GENER-
ATES ENTHUSIASM JN OTHERS. 
I ENJOY MAKING AS MANY 
FRIENDS AS J CAN. 
J LIKE TO BE A LEADER IN THE 
ORGANIZATION TO WHJO~ I BE-
LONG. 
86. 
TO DO THINGS WITH 
PEOPLE R .. ,'ATHER THAN BY MY-
SELF • 
I Lfl KE TO SHARE 1'HE PfiA I SE 
THAiT I RECEIVE Wl TH OTHERS, 
I 
I 
I dFTEN LET ROUTINE JOBS 
GO juNTIL TOMORROW. 
! 
I HltSITATE TO ACCEPT NEW 
ACQUAINTANCES AS REAL 
F R I :EN OS • 
87. L:IKE TO SAY THINGS THAT 
ARE' CONSIDEHED WITTY AND 
CLE~ER BY OTHER PEOPLE, 
88, 
91 . 
I 
I 
I E11N J o Y TELL I N G s ToR I E s • 
AND JOKES AT PARTIES. 
I 
AM AN IMPUL$IVE PERSON. 
iT :IS EASY FOR ME TO BE 
NAT~RAL AT A PARTY. 
i 
I E~JOY SEEING SOMEONE 
ELSiE DO A GOOD JOB. 
! 
92. I S!OMETIMES DO THINGS JUST 
TO !SEE WHAT THE E:F'FE::CT WILL 
BE 1 0N OTHERS. 
1 ~FTEN WORRY ABOUT DIFFI-
CU LIT TAsKs • 
SiBLE •• 
109. I AM KNOWN AS A DEPENDABLE 
PEnsoN, 
110. J LIKE TO ASK QUESTIONS THAT 
I KNOW NO ONE WILL BE ABLE 
TO ANSWER. 
111. I KEEP MY LETTERS AND PAPERS 
NEATLY ARRANGED AND FILED. 
112. IT BOTHERS ME CONSIDERABLY 
TO GET CAUGHT IN TRAFFIC. 
11 6. 
11 7. 
LIMIT MY ACQUAINTANCES TO 
A CH 0 SEN FE VJ • 
LIKE TO BE ENCOURAGED WHEN 
MEET WITH FAILURE. 
AM OFTEN IMPATIENT WHEN 
WAITING FOR OTHER PEOPLE. 
! FIND IT DIFFICULT TO SPEAK 
IN PUBLIC, 
LIKE TO BE AROUND PEOPLE. 
118. FIND MYSELF EASILY LED BY 
OTHEHS. 
119. I OFTEN MAKE MY INFLUENCE 
PELT BY OTHEHS. 
d~ --~~~~~~~;~,;~=Po-~-~ 20: -~~At'.:~~ !lEST >:=-D--... .... 1-N_.,.,..____, __ , ___ _ 
95· 
99. 
100. 
I ~RY TO AVOID OBLIGATIONS 
AN~ RESPONSIBILITIES, 
I 
I I ytKE TO USE WORDS FOR 
WHI,CH OTHER PEOPLE DO NOT 
KN~W TH~ MEANING. 
I AIVO I 0 :THE UNCONVENTIONAL. 
I ~NJOY TAKING ON ADDED RE-
SP NSIBILITY. 
FTEN FEEL UNWORTHY. 
MY BEST AGAINST A 
OPPONENT. 
101. I OFTEN FEEL ILL AT EASE 
WI~H OTHERS. 
______ 102._~~~~ ~~~:E~YT=~H ~~~~~t ,--
103. 
105. 
106. 
,· .. 
. 
107. 
I ~IKE TO MAKE FUN OF 
PE PLE WHO DO THINGS THAT 
I EGARD AS STUPID •. 
I . 
I j~HINK !MOST SOCIAL AFFAIRS 
AR A wdsTE ~F TIME. 
l 
·i 
: I AM AB~ENT MINDED. 
I ·; 
I 
~AS MUCH HAPPIER ~HEN 
WA$ YOUNGER. 
I 
I I :AM THOROUGH IN WOHK UNDER-
TA~ENt 
I 
121 • 
122. 
My FEELINGS TEND TO BE EAS-
ILY HURT. 
l HAVE CONFIDENCE IN MY OWN 
ABILITIES. 
] AM ACTIVE JN MANY GROUP 
AFFAIRS. 
I LIKE TO EAT IN STflANGE AND 
NEW nESTAURANTS, 
125. t AM CONSTANTLY COMPAH[NG 
MYSELF WITH OTHEHS. 
126. l OFTEN WISH I COULD CHANGE 
MY HEIGHT. 
127. 1 1 0 RATHEil STAY OUT OF THE 
LIMELIGHT AT SOCIAL FUNCTIONS 
128. I HAVE DIFFICULTY IN START-
---[-N G-A -c-o~v£ R s7\T1 ow w 1 TH 
STRANGERS. 
1 2 9 • I F I N D I T H A r< D T 0 MAKE NEW 
FRIENDS. 
130. ] FEEL SURE OF MYSELF IN RE-
LATIONSHIPS WITH OTHERS. 
131. l LIKE TO BE THE CENTER OF 
ATTENTION IN A GR9UP. 
132. THEHE ARE MANY PERSONS THi,T 
I DO NOT OAflE TO ASSOCIATE 
1!1! TH • 
~EOPLE ARE USUALLY INTER~ 
I 
ESTED 11 MY A9T!VITIES. 
I OFTEN !CHAT WITH THE 
OLE.:KS l:N A DEPARTMENT 
STORE, : 
I ! 
I EIN J o Y Is T 1 o K 1 N G T o A J o B 
UNTIJL IT' IS FINISHED. 
I 
I 
I J_ --=-=. ~- .. 
I 
I 
J. 
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I 
In this booklet are a number of statements describing the personal feelings of 
peo~le. Some of them will seem very much like you and some of them will be 
vert much unlike you. You are to rank each statement as! 
I 
[
1 
1 . I seldom feel this way. 
2. I sometimes feel this ~~y. I 3. I often feel th;is way. 
You \will do this by blackening in the space on the separate answer sheet that 
corr~sponds to your feelings. On the answer sheet, they are marked 1, 2, 3. 
1 is I\ "I seldom feel this way 1 " __ 3 is "I often feel this way,." , 
Resppnd with your own feelings, not how you think others 1..rould want you to 
resppnd. All of your responses will be held in the strictest confidence. 
Please do net spend too much time on any one statement. Please respond to 
I 
all If the statements. For example: 
I us ally keep in the background at social functions, 
I
.(.> Yl'.u ~ ~ sometimes feel this way, you would mark 2 on the answer sheet. 
I, 
i 3 
l r t { 
I 
If yqu have any 
as mujch time as 
I! 
questions, raise your ~and and ask a proctor. 
you need to finish, , 
You can have 
1 • ri don 9 t make friends easily. 
2. A am E~as13dtq_Q_e injpe ~1ime­~--~-=-=~~-~~~~-~r~~~g~h~~-- · 
~~,t~~~~~:~:~ ' 
a~tivities. 
4. P~ople compliment me on the 
o ganization of my work. 
5. I would like to be recogniz~d 
a an authority in some field. 
.. 
6. I feel that I am skillful in 
h dling others. 
7. satisfied with anything 
I can do. 
8. I ike to make fun of people who 
do, things that I regard as stupid. 
I 9. I feel sorry for all the other 
I 
_l?E>RPle on the _e_arth •. ___ . 
iO. 
11. 
l ~joy competition. 
~ . 
16. I like to.be around·people. 
,j:;?- .d w.a.a:;rm.J:Gh,.b awi er uhel:) J 'W2 s 
younger. 
:_,, fa. ± ~ii:fb'y'·£b:~'e51l~~eng'e···:ar a:-· 
new and strange task. 
19. I like to be encouraged when I 
meet with failure. 
20. I believe that life has a great 
deal more happiness than trouble. 
21. ~fuen serving on a committee, I like 
to be elected or appointed 
chairman. 
22. I would ·not accept many jobs 
because they are beneath me. 
23. I often wish I could change my 
height. 
24. Nhen things go wrong for me_L I _ 
tend to brame othe'rs. -· .... 
25. Something is always keeping me from 
achieving my goal. 
I like to ask questions that I 
knbw no one will be able to answer, 
I 26. I like to eat.in strange and new 
restaurants. 
12. I 1m often in difficulties which ar~ not my fault. 
I 
I 
13. I have many close friends. 
14. I ~ften need to I conquer my bashfulness. 
15. I ~njoy wandering about in a 
st:dange city. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
I enjoy making·decisions. 
I get much satisfaction out of 
doing a difficult job well. 
I am known as a dependable person. 
I take responsibility seriously. 
11111111 ...... ~~~!'-~~.~-................ ----------~orlt~h~e;r~p~e~ople often do not know 
I the meaning. 
32~ 
33. 
34. 
35. 
)6. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
] enjo 1 making as many friends ~s I can. 
i ] feel sure of myself in relation-
ships with others. 
i 
~ have difficulty in starting 
al conversation with strangers. 
i 
~ like to be loyal to :my friends. 
i 
I feel self conscious when I 
h!ave to volunteer an idea in 
, discussion group. 
Ii am attracted to new situations. 
I 
Ilfeel like telling people off 
wf_en I disagree with them. 
sually feel capable of 
h dling any situation. 
0 ers often try to take credit 
fpr my achievements. 
I 
I: frequently show myself up 
disadvantageously. 
I 
i 42. Ofhers see me as a lively 
ihdividual. 
I 
43. Iihesitate to introduce myself 
59. 
6o~ 
61. 
62. 
6). 
64. 
65. 
66. 
68. 
70. 
Often I am at a loss for words. 
I have confidence in my own 
abilities, 
People frequently misunderstand 
me. 
I limit my organizations to a 
chosen few. 
I find it hard to make new friends. 
I like to accept leadership from 
those that I admire. 
I am thorough in work undertaken. 
I like to be a leader in the 
organizations to which I belong. 
I enjoy taking a chance in a 
situation in which the outcome 
is doubtful. 
I like to tackle new and different 
situations. 
I often feel that people are 
watching me on the street. 
MY friendships are limited 
primarily to my o~~ sex. tt strangers •.. 
--~~ef'terr-:rny ent'fi:""u""'s..,.J.."'"'-a"""s""m""'··""'"'g=e~n::"':e~r~a:-:~t:=:::e:-::s:---~----;;7:;-1~. ·
e~thus1· sm in. -others. 
""-----~-----~--~----. -~-----P~9PJ:~ ~~ldoll!. n_a,tice or praise me. 
W •. I ::,;.;cJ;-?0{ ,ff{3;~c;;~"i·<\;·' . :-··· . ,,. 
45. II play· .·ii" best against a strong 
ofponent. 
I 
i 
46. Ifd rather stay out of the lime-
lJ..ght at social functions. 
4?. rlenjoy seeing someone else do a 
gCDod job. 
48. I~ is easy for me to be natural 
ay a party. 
49. Ilusually prefer not to argue 
t'e point. 
50. Iichoose courses that are new and ; 
c~allenging. 
' 
' 
73. 
?4. 
?5. 
?6. 
??. 
?8. 
There are times when everyone 
seems against me. ' 
I like to say things that are 
considered witty.and clever by 
other people, 
I enjoy sticking to a job until 
it is finished. 
I find it hard to start a conver-
sation with strangers. 
I am usually a reliable person. 
I enjoy taking on added responsi-
bility. 
51. I i am absent minded. 
I · --- 79. -5z-.~"'-'I!:Cack interest in group activities. 
People- are u-suall-y· interes-ted J..rc----······· 
my activities. 
53. I like to share the praise that 
I receive with others. 
54. I keep my letters and papers 
neatly filed and arranged. 
Iloften.feel unworthy, 55. 
56. I like to do things with people 
r~ther than by myself. 
57. I keep my belongings in a neat 
fjshion. 
80. I enjoy being in charge of group 
activities. 
81. I like to be called upon to settle 
arguements and discussions 
between others. 
82. I often feel guilty. 
8). Others often tell me their problems. 
84. I make many close friends4 
86. 
88. 
90. 
I f h: havel a wonderful time at a gay 
tarty •. 
1I try to avoid obligations and 
~esponsibilities. 
i II am seldom interested in mixing 
!socially. 
I fee~ timid in the presence of 
my su~eriors, 
I thiJk most social affairs are 
a waste of time. 
91. I often feel that others dislike 
me. 
92. I like to tell other people how 
to do their jobs. 
93. I usuklly have confidence in 
myself. 
95. 
97. 
98. 
99· 
I usually keep in the background 
at soe.±al functions. 
People turn to me in times of 
need. 
When planning something, I try 
to get as many suggestions from 
others as possible. ' 
I often feel left out in group 
activities • 
I often feel ill at ease with 
others. 
100. I am usually ready to decide 
what the next step should 
be. 
-..::.::---~=---- --:::--=------=---·~---· ~_.----·------·-------- --
. 
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IS BOOKL~T THERE ARE A NUMBER OF STATEMENTS THAT DEAL WITH 
:.. SoMEi OF THE STATE~4ENTS DEAL WITH THE WAY PEOPLE FEEL,. AND 
STATEMENTS DEAL WITH THE WAY PEOPLE ACT. SoME OF THE STATEMENTS 
SEEM VERr MUCH LIKE YoU, AND OTHERS WILL BE VERY UNLIKE YOU. You 
0 RATE T~E STATEMENTS AS FOLLOWS: 
1, SF.LDOM FEEL OR ACT THIS WAY. 
2. SOMETIMES FEEL OR ACT THIS WAY. 
3• FREQUENTLY FEEL OR ACT THIS WAY. 
ILL RESP0NO BY BLACKENING IN THE SPACE ON THE SEPARATE ANSWER 
THAT BEST CORRESPONDS TO THE WAY YOU FEEL OR ACT. ON THE ANSWER 
THEY AR~ MARKED 1, 2, 3: 
1 • ; 11 I s€·-t-ooM·· :f"~ Ell·· OR· A OT THIS flAY • 1 
2. 11 1 SOMETIMES FEEL OR ACT THIS WAY, 11 
3• 11 1 FREQUENTLY FEEL OR ACT THIS WAY. 
X.AMPLE! 
I ENJOY MAKING DECISIONS. 
U FREQUE~TLY FEEL THIS WAY YOU WOULD MARK (3) ON THE SEPARATE 
R SHEET. I 
1 2 3 
( ( I 1 
'"' I f.ON:·~}J AIND 5 
I 
ARE NOT USED) 
ND WITH YbUR O~N FEELINGS OR BEHAVIOR, NOT T~E WAY YOU THINK 
S WOULD· WANT YOU TO RESPOND. ALL OF YOUR RESPONSES WILL BE HELD 
E STRICTEbT CONFIDENCE. PLEASE DO NOT SPEND TOO MUCH TIME ON 
NE STATEM~NT. PLEASE RESPOND TO ALL OF THE STATEMENTS. REMEMBER 
ARE NO R~GHT ANSWERS, YOUR RESPONSES SHOULD BE AN INDICATION OF 
OU FEEL Or ACT IN REGARD TO EACH OF THE STATEMENTS, 
FEEL SURE OF MYSELF IN~ ~ 5• I OFTEN FEEL ILL AT EASE WITH 
ELATIONSH,PS WlTH OTHERS, OTHERs. 
ECIDING ~m,~AT T~E NEXT STEP 6. I AM NOT SATISFIED WITH ANY-
HOULD BE S DIFFICULT FOR ME. THINK LESS THAN THE BEST I 
I CAN DO. 
HEN THINGS GO WRONG FOR ME 1 I 
TEND TO BLAME OTHERS. 7• 
AM USUALlY A ~ELIABLE PERSON, I FEEL THAT I AM SKILLFUL tN HANDLING OTHERS• 
110 
111 
-2-
My rR!E~DSHIPS ARE LIMITED 
PRIMARltY TO MY OWN SEX. 
I! 
27. f BELIEVE THAT LIFE HAS A 
GREAT DEAL MORE HAPPINESS THAN 
TROUBLE. 
NEW ANDiSTRANGE SITUATIONS 
rRIGHTE~ ME. 28. OrTEN l AM AT A LOSS FOR WORDS. 
I TRY Tq AVOID OBLIGATIONS 
AND RES~ONSIBILITIES. 
29. ENJOY MAKING DECISIONS. 
i 
' I 30. HAVE DlrFICULTY IN STARTING 
I HAVE doNriDENCE IN MY OWN 
A B I L I T I Ei1s . 
I 31. 
I AM K N OiW N A S A D E P E N D A B L E 
. I . 
PERSON. I 32. 
I 
PEOPLE OfTEN CRITICIZE ME 
UNFAIRLY~ 33• 
! 
I ENJOY STICKING TO A JOB 
' UNTIL JT'IIS FINISHED. 34. 
I 
WHE~ PLA~NING SOMETHING, 
TRY TO GST AS MANY SUGGE~TJONS 
~ROM OTH~RS AS POSSiBLEo 35. 
I LIKE Td ASK QUESTIONS THAT 
~ KNOW Nd ONE WILL BE ABLE 36. 
TO ANSWER\· 
I 37• r~EL THAT I ~M TOO SHY. OrTEN 
! 
A CONVERSATION WITH STRANGERS. 
LIKE TO BE AROUND PEOPLE. 
AM ATTRACTED TO NEW SIT~. 
UATIONS,. 
I FEEL TIMIID IN THE PRESENCE 
OF MY SUPERIORS. 
I rEEL SELF-CONCIOUS WHEN 
HAVE TO VOLUNTEER AN IDEA IN 
A DISCUSSION GROUP. 
AM SELDOM INTERESTED IN 
MIXING SOCIALLY. 
OFTEN rEEL GUILTY. 
LACK INTEREST IN GROUP 
ACTIVITIES. 
i 
ENJOY TAKING A CHANCE IN A 38. PEOPLE FREQUENTLY MISUNDERSTAND 
SITUATION: IN WHICH THE ME,. 
OUTCOME I~ DOUBTFUL. 
39• I ENJOY BEtNG IN CHARGE Or 
f ENJOY T8E CHALLENG£ OF A GROUP ACTJVITIES. 
NEW AND STRANGE ~ASK. 
I HESITAT~ TO INTRODUCE 
MYSELF TO ]STRANGERS. 
'· 
I ENJOY M4KING AS MANY FRIENDS 
AS I CAN •. 
ENJOY RESPONSIBILITY. 
OFTEN FEEL THAT PEOPLE ARE 
40. I HAVE A WONDERF"UL TIME AT A 
GAY PARTY • 
41. I WOULD RATHER BE IN CHARGE OF 
A GROUP THAN JUST BE A MEMBER 
OF IT • 
I USUALLY KEEP IN THE BACK~· U 
GROUND AT SOCIAL FUNCTIONS. 
WATCHING M ON ~HE STREET. 43• MY ENTHUSIASM HELPS TO GENERATE 
I ENGHUSIASM IN OTHERS. 
I USUALLY fEEL bAPABLE Or 
~ANDLING A~Y SITUATION. 44. J THINK MOST SOCIAL ArrAIRS 
i ARE A WASTE OF TIME. 
I OFTEN FEtL THAT OTHERS 
DISLIKE MEt 
I 
I 
I AM NOT TiO 
'P I N I ONS. I SURE Or MY OWN 
45· 
~6. 
I LIKE TO TACKLE NEW AND 
DIFFERENT SITUATIONS. 
I FIND IT HARD TO MAKE NEW 
FiR lENDs. 
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THIS BOOKLET THERE ARE A NUMBER OF STATEMENTS THAT DEAL WITH 
PLE~ SOME OF THE·STATEMENTS DEAL WITH THE WAY PEOPLE FEEL, AND 
113 
ER STATE~ENTS DEAL WITH THE WAY PEOPLE ACTe SoME OF THE STATEMENTS 
L SEEM VERY MUCH LIKE YOU AND OTHERS WILL BE VERY UNLIKE YOU. You 
TO RATEITHE STATEMENTS AS FOLLOWS: 
1~ SELDOM FEEL OR ACT THIS WAY. 
2. SOMETIMES FEEL OR ACT THIS WAY.. 
3• FREQUENTLY FEEL OR ACT THIS WAY. 
WILL RE~POND BY BLACKENING 
ET THAT ~EST CORRESPONDS TO 
ET THEY 4RE MARKED 1, 2, 3: 
IN THE SPACE ON THE SEPARATE ANSWER 
THE WAY YOU FEEL OR ACT. ON THE ANSWER 
I 1. 
2. 
11 [ SELDOM FEEL OR ACT THIS WAY. 11 
3· 
ttl SOM&:TIMES FEEL OR ACT THIS WAYa 11 
11 1 FREQUENTLY FEEL O.R ACT THIS WAY. 11 
EXAMPLE :1 
! 
I ENJOY MAKING DECISfON~~ 
YOU FREQUiENTLY FEEL THIS WAY YOU WOULD MARK (3) ON THE SEPARATE 
WER SHEEr. 
f
1
1 t
2
i ~ 
UTION: 4 AND 5 ON THE ANSWER SHEET ARE NOT USED) 
' I 
POND WITH' YOUR OWN FEELINGS OR BEHAVIOR, NOT THE WAY YOU THINK 
I ERS WOULD, WANT YOU TO RESPOND. ALL OF YOUR RESPONSES WILL BE HELD 
THE STRIC~EST CONFIDENCE. PLEASE DO NOT SPEND TOO MUCH TIME ON 
ONE STAT~MENT• PLEASE RESPOND TO ALL OF THE STATEMENTS. REMEMBE~ 
RE ARE No: RIGHT ANSWERS, YOUR RESPONSES SHOULD BE AN tNDICATION OF' 
YOU FEEL! OR ACT IN REGARD TO EACH OF THE STATEMENTS,. 
FEEL SURE OF MYSELF !N 
ELATIONSH,PS WITH OTHERS. 
ECIDING wlAT T~E NEXT STEP 
HOULD BE S DifFICULT FOR ME. 
HEN THINGS GO WRONG FOR ME, 
! TEND TO BLAME OTHERSa 
AM A REL ABLE PERSONa 
5. FEEL ILL AT EASE WITH OTHERS• 
6. AM NOT SATISFIED WITH ANYTHING 
LESS THAN THE BEST 1 CAN DO 
7• I FEEL THAT I AM SKILLFUL IN 
HANDLING OTHERS• 
-2- 114 
I 
! 
IY FRIENpSHIP? ARE LIMITED 
~RIMARILt TO MY OWN SEX. 
27 • I 8 E L I E V E T H A T L l FE H A S A G R E A T 
DEAL MORE HAPPINESS THAN TROUBLEt 
~EW AND 'TRANGE SITUATIONS 
=-RtGHTENIME. 
I TRY TO\AVOID OBLIGATIONS 
~ND RESP@NSIBILITIES. 
I 
J HAVE C~NFIDENCE IN MY OWN 
\BILITlE$ 
I AM KNO~N AS A DEPENDABLE 
~e:RsoN. I 
I 
)EOPLE CRITICIZE ME UNFAIRLY, 
I ENJOY ~TICKING TO A JOB 
JNTIL IT:Is FINISHED. 
IHEN PLA~NJNG SOMETHING, 
28 , I TEN D T 0 8 E AT A L 0 S S F' 0 R W 0 R D S 1 
29. ENJOY MAKING DECISIONS, 
30. HAVE DIFFICULTY IN STARTING 
31 • 
32. 
33. 
A CONVERSATION WITH STRANGERS. 
LIKE TO BE AROUND PEOPLE. 
AM ATTRACTED TO NEW SITUATIONS. 
FEEL TIMID IN THE PRESENCE OF 
MY SUPERIORS. 
34. FEEL SELF~CONCIOUS WHEN 
HAVE TO VOLUNTEER AN IDEA IN A 
OlSCUSSfON GROUP• 
fRY TO G~T AS MANY SUGGESTIONS 
FROM OTH8RS AS POSSIBLE. ·35, 
I 
I TEND TO FEEL GUILTY. 
LlKE TO iASK QUESTIONS THAT 36. 
KNOW NO lONE WILL BE ABLE TO 
I · t..ACK INTEREST IN GROUP 
ACTIVITIES. 
IJSWER. ; 
i 
FEEL T~AT I AM TOO SHY. 
ENJOY TjAKI NG A CHANCE IN A 
S 1 TU AT I ON\ IN WHICH THE 
OUTCOME IS DOUBTFUL. 
I 
I ENJOY THE CHALLENGE OF A 
IJEW AND S~RANGE TASK. 
I HESITATE TO INTRODUCE 
37· PEOPLE TEND TO MISUNDERSTAND 
ME. 
38. ''ENJOY BEING IN CHARGE OF GROUP 
ACTIVITIES. 
39• I HAVE A WONDERFUL TIME AT A 
GAY PARTY. 
40. f WOULD RATHER BE IN CHARGE OF 
A GROUP THAN JUST BE A MEMBER 
IIIYSELF TO[ STRANGERs. OF IT. 
1 ENJOY MkKING AS MANY FRIENDS41. I KEEP IN THE BACKGROUND AT ~S I CAN•! SOCIAL FUNCTIONS. 
I ENJOY R~SPONSIBILITY. 42. MY ENTHUSIASM HELPS TO GENERATE 
ENTHUSIASM IN OTHERS. 
FEEL TH T PEPPLE ARE 
WATCHING rE ON'THE STREET. 43. I THINK MOST SOCIAL AFFAIRS 
I FEEL CAfABLE OF HANDLING 
~NY SITUAIION.: 
I FEEL THIT OTHERS DISLIKE 
ME. 
I AM NOT IOO~SWRE OF MY OWN 
OPINIONS. I 
I 
ARE A WASTE OF TIME. 
44. I LIKE TO TACKLE NEW AND 
DIFFERENT SITUATIONs. 
I FIND IT HARD TO MAKE NEW 
FRIENDS. 
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APPENDIX E 
DISCUSSION TOPICS FOR LEADERLESS GROUP DISCUSSIONS 
VALIDITY STUDY B 
1. Topics used for pre-training rating: 
! 
a.;The two political parties in the United States are too much 
1 alike. They should be done away with and new parties set up. 
I 
116 
b. 1Fraternities and sororities serve no useful purpose on the col-
. lege campus and they should be disbanded. 
I 
c.
1
Intercollegiate athletics should be abolished because they are 
1 wasteful and they have no educational value. 
I 
d. !The television debates in this year'~ election campaign have 
been useless and they should be abolLshed. 
e. iTwo years of compulsory military service should be required of 
1
all males upon graduation from high school (no exceptions). 
f. !The electoral college of the United States is outmoded and should 
lbe abolished. 
g. !Required attendance at college classes is childish and should be 
!abolished. Students should be permitted to attend or not as they 
1
see fit. 
h. 1People under 21 years of age should be allowed to purchase 
1
alcoholic beverages in Massachus-etts. 
i. Uoes the teaching of foreign language belong in the curriculum 
iof a college or a high school; if so, who should be taught 
\foreign languages and when'? 
j, cienece as a college subject should be required of only those 
students who are going to continue in the science fields. 
k. ates .of pay for faculty members should be based primarily upon 
he r~ults of opinion polls taken among students who would be 
1 
sked fo rate each teacher's effectiveness periodically. 
I 
I 
2. Topics used for post-training ratings: 
! 
a.: Is it legitimate to discriminate? 
b. What should the role of music be in modern society? 
c. :The minimum age to receive a driver 1 s license should be raised 
1
to 21 years. 
I 
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d. 'What should be the attitude of higher education toward organized 
'.religion'? 
i 
e. iShould the voting age be lowered to eighteen years? 
f. !Two years of general education should be. required of all students 
;attending college. 
I 
g. !What should be the role of social activities in college'? 
h. ~hat is the goal or purpose in life? (Is there any?) 
i. ~cience as a college subject should be required of only those 
students who are going to continue in. the science fields. 
j. poes the teaching of foreign languages belong in the curriculum 
pf a co.llege or a high school; if so, who should ·be taught 
tEoreign languages and when? 
k. :i?eople under 21 years of age should be able to purchase alcoholic 
peverages in Massachusetts. 
Topics:i, J., and k are repeated in the second rating because they were 
I 
1 
not chq>sen in the first. 
! 
. I 
I 
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APPENDIX F 
LEADERSHIP RATING SCALE 
Rate 4ach student from 0-4 on each scale 
0 He did not exhibit this behavior at all 
4 He exhibited this behavior a great deal 
I 
1. Be~g effective in saying what he wanted to say. 
I D 
2. Off~ring good solutions to the problem. discussed. D 
! 
3. Showing initiative. 
i 
4. Def{ning the problem and organizing the group's thinking. D 
i 
I 
5. Moti!vating others to participate. 
I D 
6. Influencing the other participants. 
! 
7. Lead~ng the group. l_l 
APPENDIX G 
STUDENT SYLLABUS, VALIDITY STUDY_ B 
:ETING TIMES 
STUDENT SYLLABUS 
S~ecial Psychology Groups 
Noven1ber 7 ... Decf!!l'lber 16 
121 
,) Tuesday, 11 0 Wednesday 12 
I) YlOllday fo Friday 1 ALL MEETINGS IN ROOM 501 
:) Monday o Wednesday 9 
)) l'.onday 00 Wednesday 3 
iYCHOLOOY cONCEPl' READINGS 
! 
I 
i 
lroup pr@ble'l'l HUgard 2~ 
selving I Glanz & Walston 1 
i 
I 
ieception ~d HUgard 140 1$ 
,rganization of 
stimlli I I 
I 
Perceptual ~ield special materials 
I 
I 
! 
I 
I 
Learning through HUgard 10 (=250). 
rein.i'@Nemerlt = Glanz & Walst@n ~ 
S...R approach 
CperQnt and', 
R~spcmd~nt 
conditioning 
i 
Insight l~a~ing HUgard 10 (250=59) 
I 
I 
I 
' 
The complexity ot 
behavior chapge 
i 
Higher level HUgard 120 1:3 
:.teaming \ 
i 
I 
I FINAL MEETING 
I 
I 
I 
LEADERSHIP CONCEPT TECHNI<:;UES 
-
structure grcupa 
Small group discusa proj(lct 
tecbnique·s case study discussi@ ~ 
What constitutes role pls.ying or 
leader behavior types of' leaaership 
the forces within case· stttdy and 
a group0 the discussi.on 
process observer 
-
relationship of general discmss!!.on 
leaders to of contc;tn~ to date 
followers 
the appointed and Topical pooblem 
emergel!lt leadel" diacusston 
-
decision making role playlng0 movilil£: 
t@ward consensus 
Case study t 
~ 
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.APPENDIX H 
SITUATIONAL PEER RATING FORMS, VALIDITY STUDY C 
SDTUATOONAL PEER RATO~GS 
I 
I 
ON T1HE f'OLLO\YGNG SHEETS Si'fU4TJO'U .IHlE OESCRIS£0 
~oq WHBC~ Y~U ARE TO SUGGEST MA~[ M£~e£~S OF YCUR SECTUON 
'8 GROUP ~tAOERSo TH£ NAMES VOU qtPOn7 WiLL B£ KEPT UN 
~ONFGO£~C~.AND THEY WftLL IN NO WAY EFrEOT THC GRADES OF 
fHOS£ S£LECT£Do YOUR NAME SHOCLO NOf APPEAR ON THE RATQNGo 
(OU MAY C~OOSE THE SAME PERSO~ roR ~ORE THAN ONE LEAOERSHI~ 
fASKo I 
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I 
1 
I 
YOURICbASS ON COLLEGE OS GOUNG TO GOVE A DANCEo 
I 
OR THIS ¢VENT CERTAIN COMMOTTE£ CHAORMAN ARE NECESSARYe 
I 
LEASE LOST {5) MALES ON YOU~ ~~CTOON YHAT YOU THONK 
! 
'OULD DO ~HE BEST JOB AS CHAORMAN OF THE COMMOTTEEo ALSO 
OST (5) tHAT YOU THDNK WOULD DO ?HE POOREST ~OBo 
BEsT Poo.u.sT 
1G 
•0 2o 
' 
.3o '0 = 
lo ......... 4o 
)o 5o ........ 
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So TUATU ON B 
THE M~LES 3N YOUR SEOT30N HAVE BEEN GOVEN THE 
I 
'B OF' BUU~DilNG THE COLil.EGU ll ENTRY F'OR 'li'HE F'LOA'il' 
RADEo T~ER£ GS A LOT OF HARD WORK NECESSARY TO 
1NSTRUCT THE FLOATo lOST (5) MA~ES THAT YOU TH8NK 
I 
1ULO MAKS:: 1
1
TH£ BEST LEAnERS TO GET THE .JQB DONE o 
I 
SO LOST (~) THAT YOU THINK WOU~O 00 THE POOREST ~OBo 
I 
I 
I 
BEST POOREST 
1 •. ____________________ __ 
2GI 
·-------------------
3o. __________ _ 
4o·-..---·-------= 
5o_----------
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So TUATU Nf C 
You ~RE TO BE ON~ COMMGTTEE or (5) ~ALES WHO ~OLL 
REF Act~ A '.AESC::ARCH PAP£~ ON ">1£; ?AS f PRC:$ 0 DENT 8 All. 
~AII.PAOGN 0 I THIS PAFER WH.1. CCU~T 1/3 ~lr YOUR ENGLOSH 
I 
IFADEo LO'ST Bti."l'~ {5) MA'J..ES ON YO!.Hf SEOV80N WHO WOUQ.D 
I 
1,'\l'tt 'fH£ BI!:S'f LEA OCRS F'OR THE:" CDMM B TTEt: o 
i 
I 
'HA'fl' YOU F'1EEC.. WOULD MAR<~ THE POOfiE!·'f Lt:ADERSo 
BtsT PooR: Iii' 
1o 'lo 
2c 2o 
--" 
~0 
--
3o 
4o 
== ~:::0 
4o 
5o 5o_ 
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